1963
SENATE

Fripay, NovEMBER 15, 1963

(Legislative day of Tuesday, October 22,
1963)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the President pro tem-
pore.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer.

O God, infinite in mercy, love, and
power: We come knowing that apart
from Thee, all is vanity, that all other
cisterns are empty and broken, and in
Thee, alone, is the fountain of life.

At this noontide altar of the Nation's
faith, we seek Thy guidance and a sense
of Thy nearness. Deliver us, we pray,
from the sophistries of the cynical and
the inclination of our own wayward
hearts to self-deceit.

Grant that our hearts may be shrines
of prayer, our personalities centers of
contagious good will, our homes nurseries
of virtue, and our Nation an inspiring
bulwark for the uppressed and a flaming
beacon of hope whose beams shall bat-
tle the darkness in all the earth.

We ask it in the Redeemer’s name.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansrFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
November 14, 1963, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 8864) to
carry out the obligations of the United
States under the International Coffee
Agreement, 1962, signed at New York on
September 28, 1962, and for other pur-
poses, in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 8864) to carry out the
obligations of the United States under
the International Coffee Agreement,
1962, signed at New York on September
28, 1962, and for other purposes, was
read twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on Finance.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS
On request of Mr. MansFieLp, and by
unanimous consent, it was ordered that
there be a morning hour, with state-
ments limited to 3 minutes.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION
Upon request by Mr, MaNsFIELD, and
by unanimous consent, the Subcommit-
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tee on Internal Security of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary was authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
today.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business, to con-
sider the nominations on the Executive
Calendar.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration
of executive business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If
there be no reports of committees, the
nominations on the Executive Calendar
will be stated.

U.S. ARMY

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations in the U.S. Army.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that these nom-
inations be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations will be
considered en bloc; and, without objec-
tion, they are confirmed.

U.S. AIR FORCE

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations in the U.S. Air Force.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that these nom-
inations be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations will be
considered en bloe; and, without objec-
tion, they are confirmed.

U.S. MARINE CORFPS

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations in the U.S. Marine
Corps.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that these nomi-
nations be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations will be
considered en bloe; and, without objec-
tion, they are confirmed.

U.S. NAVY

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations in the U.S. Navy.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that these nomi-
nations be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations will be
considered en bloc; and, without objec-
tion, they are confirmed.

ARMY AND AIR FORCE NOMINA-
TIONS PLACED ON THE SECRE-
TARY'S DESK

The Chief Clerk proceeded fo read sun-
dry nominations in the Army and in the
Air Force which had been placed on the
Secretary’s desk.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that these nomi-
nations be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations will be
considered en bloc; and, without objec-
tion, they are confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of all these nominations.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the President will be no-
tified forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

On motion of Mr. MANSFIELD, the Sen-
ate resumed the consideration of legisla-
tive business.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the order previously entered, morning
business, under a 3-minute limitation, is
now in order.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:

REPORT ON FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS PROGRAM—
EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the Federal Contributions
Program—Equipment and Facilities, for the
quarter ended September 30, 1963 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Armed Bervices.

REPORT ON LIQUIDATION ACTIVITIES OF RECON-
BTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION

A letter from the Administrator, General
Bervices Administration, Washington, D.C.,
reporting, pursuant to law, on the liquida-
tions activities of the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation, for the quarter ended
September 30, 1963; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

REPORT ON PROVISION OF WAR RISK INSURANCE
AND CERTAIN MARINE AND LIABILITY INSUR-
ANCE FOR AMERICAN PUBLIC
A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on

the provision of war risk insurance and cer-
tain marine and liability insurance for the

American public, as of September 30, 1963

(with an accompanying report); to the Com-

mittee on Commerce.

AMENDMENT OF SHIPPING AcT, 1916, To PROVIDE
EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN TERMINAL LEASES
FromM PENALTIES
A letter from the Chairman, Federal Mari-

time Commission, Washington, D.C., trans-

mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend the provisions of section 15 of the

Shipping Act, 1916, to provide for the ex-

emption of certain terminal leases from pen-

alties (with accompanying papers); to the

Committee on Commerce.

REPORT ON UNNECESSARY COSTS INCURRED BY
LeEasING RATHER THAN PURCHASTNG ELEC-
TRONIC DATA PROCESSING EQUIPMENT AT
WHITE SaAnDs MissiLe Rance, N. Mex.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
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law, a report on the unnecessary costs in-
curred by leasing rather than purchasing
electronic data processing equipment at
White Sands Missile Range, N. Mex,, Depart-
ment of the Army, dated November 1963
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.
AMENDMENT OF 18 U.S.C. 1114, RELATING TO
ASSAULTS AND HOMICIDES

A letter from the Acting Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to amend 18 U.8.C. 1114, relating to
assaults and homicides, and for other pur-
poses (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on the Judiclary.
REPORT ON HEALTH AND SAFETY STUDY OF

METAL AND NONMETAL MINES

A letter from the Secretary of the Interlor,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
the health and safety study of metal and
nonmetal mines (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the

Senate, and referred as indicated:
By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A resolution adopted by the Commission-
er's Court of Hudspeth County, Tex. en-
dorsing the opening of a port of entry at
Fort Hancock, in the State of Texas, from
6 a.m. to 10 p.m.; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

A petition signed by Willilam L. Secrist,
and sundry other citizens of the State of
Ilinois, praying for the enactment of legis-
lation to provide an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States permitting
prayer and the reading of the Bible in educa-
tional institutions; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consenf, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. TALMADGE:

£.2308. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Rose
Esther Benant, nee Rosenberg; and

B.2309. A bill for the relief of Mr. Miklos
Janos Toth; to the Commitiee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MUNDT:

B.2310. A bill to prohibit any guaranty by
the Export-Import Bank or any other agency
of the Government of payment of obligations
of Communist countries; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. MunpT when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under & separate heading.)

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina:

8.2311. A bill to provide for the prepara-
tion and printing of compilations of mate-
rials relating to annual national high school
and college debate topics; to the Committee
on Rules and Adminlstration.

(See the remarks of Mr. Jorpan of North
Carolina when he introduced the above bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

Mr. McCARTHY :

5.2312, A bill to clarify the meaning of
“section 38 property” in the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954; to the Committee on
Finance.

PREPARATION AND PRINTING OF
COMPILATIONS OF MATERIALS
RELATING TO ANNUAL NATIONAL
HIGH SCHOOL AND COLLEGE DE-
BATE TOPICS

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, I introduce, for appropriate
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reference, a bill to provide for the prepa-
ration and printing of compilations of
materials relating to annual national
high school and college debate topics.

During the past several years there has
been an ever-increasing participation by
our country’s students in the organized
high school and college debate contests
on subjects of national significance and
interest. By agreement among educa-
tors the annual high school debate topic
is selected by the National University
Extension Association, and the annual
college debate topic is selected by the
American Speech Association.

This renewed interest in the art of
debate has had its impact upon Members
of Congress, who have been receiving in
increasing numbers requests from their
young constituents for pertinent and
useful information relating fo the debate
topics. We in turn have depended upon
the Library of Congress to furnish the
desired materials to fulfill the requests.

The Library's Legislative Reference
Service consistently has done an excel-
lent job of compiling the pros and cons
of the various controversial issues. Dur-
ing the past several Congresses, however,
due to the limited reproduction faeilities
of the Library, it has found it increas-
ingly difficult to provide the materials in
sufficient quantities to satisfy the de-
mands of Congress. During this period
committees and individual Members
have initiated resolutions resulting in
the printing of certain of the compila-
tions as Senate or House documents.

While these efforts, of course, have
been helpful, there has been no con-
sistent or regular approach to the prob-
lem. Sometimes Members of one House
have been overlooked, sometimes the
number of printed copies has been insuf-
ficient, and sometimes the compilations
have been made available too late for
their most effective use. Also, there is
no assurance that the necessary print-
ing resolutions will be forthcoming, since
committees generally show a natural
reluctance to sponsoring publications of
pros and cons on subjects upon which
sooner or later they may have to express
definite and specific views.

Mr. President, the bill which I am in-
troducing today, with the strong endorse-
ment of the Librarian of Congress, would
establish the following standard proce-
dure in respect to the compilation and
printing of the materials relating to the
annual national high school and college
debate topics:

First. The Library of Congress would
continue the function of compiling the
pros and cons, a service it has rendered to
Congress for almost two decades;

Second. Each year the compilation on
the high school debate topic would be
printed as a Senate document and the
compilation on the college debate topic
wog.ld be printed as a House document;
an

Third. The Joint Committee on Print-
ing would be authorized and directed to
print additional copies of the documents
in such quantities and distribute them
in such manner as would most economi-
cally and equitably fulfill the needs of
Members of Congress.

During the present session Congress
agreed to Senate Concurrent Resolution
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48, which authorized the printing of
51,330 copies of the high school debate
document at an estimated cost of $7,-
462.34, and House Concurrent Resolution
212, which authorized the printing of
16,125 copies of the college debate docu-
ment at an estimated cost of $2,748. As
is the customary practice, the copies were
pro-rated equally to Members, and as is
often the customary effect of this ar-
rangement, some Members quickly ex-
hausted their supplies while others were
left with excess copies of documents of
short-lived value., This bill would per-
mit a reduction in the number of printed
copies—and a corresponding reduction in
cost—by authorizing the Joint Commit-
tee on Printing to obtain copies and
supply them to Members solely on the
basis of indicated need.

Mr. President, since it has now become
an established practice for high school
and college students to write to their
Representatives in Congress for debate
materials, and since the Members them-
selves are not about to deny these re-
quests from their youthful constituents,
it seems to me we should substitute a
standard procedure for the random
methods we have employed for the pur-
pose over the past several years. This
bill would establish such a standard pro-
cedure, and I commend it to the sym-
pathetic consideration of my colleagues.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (8. 2311) to provide for the
preparation and printing of compilations
of materials relating to annual national
high school and college debate topics,
introduced by Mr. Jorpan of North Caro-
lina, was received, read twice by its title,
and referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON PROPOSAL
TO EXTEND THE ACCELERATED
PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senate Committee on Pub-
lic Works, I wish to announce the forma-
tion of an ad hoc subcommittee to con-
sider pending legislation to extend the
accelerated public works program.

The subcommittee will be under the
able chairmanship of Senator JEnnNiNGs
RawnporrH, of Waest Virginia. Other
members of the subcommittee appointed
are Senator Youwne of Ohio; Senator
Muskilg, of Maine; Senator GRUENING,
of Alaska; Senator Moss, of Utah; Sen-
ator Coorer, of Kentucky; and Senator
Fong, of Hawaii.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there further morning business to be
submitted? If not, morning business is
closed.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7885) to amend further
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the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Monpr] for his
amendment No. 305 to the committee
amendment, as amended.

The pending amendment will be
stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In Mr.
Munpr's amendment (No. 305) to the
committee amendment, as amended, on
page 54, after line 4, it is proposed to
strike out, in line 8, after the words
“purchase of,” the words ‘“grain or”, and
in the same line to strike out, after the
word “product,” the word “thereof.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from South Dakota
to his amendment No. 305, on page 54
of the committee amendment, as
amended.

DO WE REALLY NEED ALL THIS
URANIUM?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, on
Friday, November 8, I placed in the
Recorp a colloquy between the Chair-
man of the Atomic Energy Commission
and myself which occurred at a meeting
on August 14, 1963, of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee.

Since that time we have been for-
warded a copy of the fiscal year 1963
financial report of the Atomic Energy
Commission.

This report is quite interesting. It
would appear to show that even though
construction costs dropped from $1,215
million in 1954, to $411 million in 1963,
the number of operating contractor em-
ployees has increased from 73,000 to
115,000; and administrative expenses
have nearly doubled, from $34,671,000
in 1954, to $67,068,000 in 1963.

During these 10 years—1954 through
1963—the total cost of Atomic Energy
Commission operations was $21.3 billion.

More interesting, however, is the fact
that procurement of raw materials has
more than tripled since 1954. The cost
of said raw materials has increased from
$142,793,000 in 1954 to $477,873,000 in
1963.

It is my understanding that the De-
partment of Defense gives its require-
ments to the Atomic Energy Commission;
but, surely, with all the discussions inci-
dent to overkill, and so forth, and with
the many billions—$4.68 billion—previ-
ously spent on raw materials in the past
10 years, along with the many additional
billions—$6.76 billion—spent in the 10
years previous for the production of
nuclear materials, and the many bil-
lions—$4.48 billion—on top of that spent
for weapons development and fabrication
of nuclear weapons, along with the many
billions—$3.08 billion—additional on top
of all those previous billions that have
been spent for development of nuclear
reactors, there should be some place, at
some time, where we could reduce this
gigantic and most expensive program
without affecting the security of the
United States.

Although I have had some experience
with balance sheets, it is difficult to
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understand the figures as expressed in
this report of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. Even though these billions and
many billions more for construction and
equipment have been spent since 1953,
the assets of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission apparently have increased very
little.

I am sure there are adequate and
proper explanations for most, if not all,
of these questions; and I would hope
there could be some public hearings, so
as to present as much of this informa-
tion as possible before the American peo-
ple, especially with respect to these con-
tinuing purchases of raw materials, run-
ning into billions and billions of dollars.

There would appear no more reason
for classifying much of this information
than there was for classification of the
information on various other stockpiles.

CRITICISM OF SENATE OPPONENTS
OF FOREIGN AID PROGRAM OF
THE ADMINISTRATION AND THE
FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in
this morning’s Washington Post, an al-
leged newspaperman by the name of
Joseph Alsop has published a scathing
criticism of the Senate opponents of
the wasteful, inefficient, and corruption-
producing foreign aid program of the
administration and the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee.

This is the Alsop who is the well-
known lackey of the Pentagon Building
and the State Department. His war-
mongering columns for a long time past
have demonstrated his disregard for,
and presumably his ignorance of, the
checks and balances system provided by
our constitutional fathers and indelibly
written into the Constitution itself.

His writings give the impression that
he would be happier if the President of
the United States were given dictatorial
powers similar to those of many of the
Fascist leaders of the world whose re-
gimes Alsop seems to admire so much.

He gives the impression that he would
like to be an intellectual snob, but lacks
the intellect to be snobbish about.

I am very proud of my enemies, par-
ticularly the members of the yellow
press; and I am highly complimented to
have this gutter journalist confess his
enmity to me in his irrational, White
House bootlicking column of this morn-
ing.
I ask unanimous consent that his
column entitled, “The New Know-
Nothings,” be printed in the REcorb, in-
asmuch as it is such devastating proof
of his own know-nothingism.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 15, 1963]
THE NEw ENow-NOoTHINGS
(By Joseph Alsop)

In the tedious but crucial struggle over
the forelgn aid bill, the old tradition of na-
tional-minded bipartisanship has been sav-
ing President Kennedy's bacon.

In the preliminary wrestling with the
bill in the Senate Forelgn Relations Com-
mittee, the senior members of the majority
and the minority, Senators WiLriam FuL-
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BRIGHT, of Arkansas, and BourkE B. HICKEN-
LOOPER, of Iowa, acted together as partners.

Senator HICKENLOOPER 18 not widely known
for his reluctance to take a good, hard, parti-
san whack at the Democrats whenever he
sees a chance to do so. He thought that the
foreign ald authorization that Senator FuL-
BRIGHT wanted the committee to approve—
$4.2 billion—was a bit on the high side. But
when FuLBriGHT argued that “we've got to
give them something to cut,” HICKENLOOPER
loyally went along.

Agaln, when the leadership belatedly dis-
covered the power of the new surge of
know-nothingsm in the Senate, a hasty
strategy meeting to discuss the best block-
ing tactics was strictly bipartisan, and was
even held in the Republican cloakroom.
The majority and minority leaders, Senators
Mige MawnsFIELD, of Montana, and EVERETT
DmeseN, of Illinois, joined with FuLBRIGHT
and HICKENLOOPER in the decision to make
a voluntary preliminary cut of $385 million
in the committee total, in order to forestall
worse cuts by the new know-nothings.

Since then, through the long, squalid, and
still unfinished struggle on the Senate floor,
DmrxsenN, HICKENLOOPER, and a many
other Republicans have continued to stand
four-square for national-mindedness and
bipartisanship.

Meanwhile, the President’s bill has been
under bitter, persistent partisan attack by
Democratic Senators, with a group of liberal
Democrats, headed by the ineflable Senator
WaYnE Morse, of Oregon, leading the at-
tackers. Even that famous Republican con=-
servative, Senator BARRY GOLDWATER, of Ari-
zona, had been kinder to the foreign aid
program than the new Democratic know-
nothings, for he has at least been absent
for almost every key vote.

The most dramatic vote, though not the
closest, was on Morse’'s motion to gut the
bill for good and all, by recommitting it to
the Foreign Relatlons Committee. Twenty-
elght other Senators voted with the Oregon
paragon, and 20 of them were Democrats.

Another Morse amendment, to cut the De-
velopment Loan Fund by $25 million, carried
by a vote of 42 to 40, and 24 of the Morse
adherents were Democrats. Embittered
southerners, like RicHARD RusseLL, of Geor-
gla, and Harry F. Byrp, of Virginia, have of
course followed Morsk, gladly yielding him
the leadership on this occasion.

Morse’s deputy commander in the attack
has been the old New Dealer from Alaska,
Senator ERNEST GRUENING. So-called liber-
als who have joined MoRrsE are FRANK
CHurcH, of Idaho, ALBERT GoORE of Tennes-
see, the former Secretary of Health, Educa-
tlon, and Welfare in the Kennedy cabinet,
ABE Rimicorr, of Connecticut, Stuarr Sym-
INGTON, of Missouri, and STeErHEN YoUNG, of
Ohio, plus HENrRY JAcksoN, of Washington
and WLiaMm Proxmire, of Wisconsin, on the
fund cut.

Besides trying to gut the foreign aid bill
in every other way, the new know-nothings
have put forward an astonishing number of
backseat driving amendments. “Some peo-
ple,” Senator HICKENLOOPER has sald grimly,
“want to turn the U.S. Senate into another
committee on the conduct of the war, which
helped the South more than Robert E.
Lee.”

The result, beyond much doubt, would be
8 half-crippled foreign aid program. The
Alliance for Progress, for instance, will be
lucky to get $526 milllon—apparently be-
cause Senator MorsE and his friends are re-
luctant to allow the United States to spend
as much on the prevention of communism
in Latin America as the Communist bloc
is now spending for the sole purpose of prop-
ping up Fidel Castro in Cuba.

If the effort in Vietnam is not weakened,
all other military ald programs will have to
be cut drastically. Thus old and tried allies
which cannot otherwise afford their present
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levels of defense, like Turkey, Greece, Na-
tionalist China, and South Eorea will be hit
where 1t hurts most—apparently because
Senators SyMmncTroN and Risicorr think it
is a bad bargain to add this strength to our
side at one-tenth the cost of an equal num-
ber of American troops.

Finally, development loans, which offer
the best hope of future progress and are also
to be repaid in the end, will be cut to the
point of grave damage to American foreign
policy. In short, the national interest is
under heavy attack. It would be more
comprehensible if the attack had a par-
tisan motive; but peevishness, alas, is the
only motive now identifiable.

INVESTIGATION OF THE POLICE
DEPARTMENT

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, down-

town there is a District of Columbia
Policemen's Association. The president
of the association is Pvt. George W.
Whaler. Private Whaler, acting in be-
half of the policemen’s association, has
issued a news release which is highly
critical of the senior Senator from Ore-
gon because he does not belong to their
mutual admiration society in relation
to the Chief of Police of Washington,
D.C., Mr. Robert Murray.
- I made a speech on the floor of the
‘Senate on November 7 in which I com-
mented upon the testimony of the chief
of police before the Senate District of
Columbia Committee on the so-called
omnibus crime bill that is pending be-
fore the committee. In my judgment,
the bill contains several sections which
would contravene basic constitutional
guarantees of freedom of the people that
live in this city under the Washington,
D.C., Police Department.

I ask unanimous consent that the news
release of the Washington, D.C., Police
Association be printed at this point in
my remarks.

There being no objection, the news re-
lease was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

‘WE DIsAGREE WITH SENATOR MORSE

We are not always in agreement with Sen-
ator WAYNE Morsg, of Oregon, but we have
admired him and considered him a good
friend and stanch supporter of our police
force and of all law enforcement officers. It
is not pleasant when a person you have ad-
mired and relied upon lets you down. We of
course knew that the Senator approved the
Mallory rule, disapproved of arrests for in-
vestigation, and opposed any change in the
eriminal laws which would give the police
here more leeway in the fight against crime.
‘With his liberal philosophy it was to be ex-
pected that he feel the way he does. Al-
though we belleve that he and all others,
who are more concerned with the rights of
criminals than the rights of law abiding
citizens to be safe and secure, are making a
terrible mistake, we knew that he was sin-
cere and we did not think we had lost him
as a friend.

We were disturbed, however, when on
October 14, speaking before the Corrections
Conference of the Health and Welfare Coun-
cil, Senator Morse said, “I warn the citizens
of this community that the Police Depart-
ment here and in other cities must always be
subjected to constant vigilance. * * * Un-
checked practices exercised by a police de-
partment results in a loss of personal, indi-
vidual freedom.” It is not exactly uplifting
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to the morale to have a friend say that you
must be watched, but we rationalized the
Senator's statements by conceding that he
could hardly exempt our force if he was
saying that all citizens should be aware of
the manner in which their police depart-
ments are being operated. For our part we
would rather have constant vigilance than
continuous apathy. In this talk we had not
been accused of wrongdoing or misconduct,
80, although some concern was expressed at
our monthly meeting on October 15, it was
generally belleved that we could still count
upon Senator Morse as a friend and sup-
porter.

It seems that we were overoptimistic. On
Thursday, November 7, in a speech from the
Senate floor, Senator Morsg demonstrated
that he had really turned against us. This
was no general criticism of all law enforce-
ment but a tirade directed against us, our
Chief, and the manner in which he had and
wished again to operate our Department.
After admitting that he had not attended
even one hearing of the Senate District Com-~
mittee on the House-passed crime bill, H.R.
7525, the Senator accused Chief Murray of
seeking “police state” powers. He sald that
the Chief was trylng to effect a change In
the restrictive Mallory rule, “through a great
deal of misrepresentation.” We are mot ex-
pert wordsmiths like the Senator but to us
this seems tantamount to charging Chief
Murray with making false statements in try-
ing to gain ive and sinister power.

It can hardly be disputed that all Chief
Murray is trying to accomplish in supporting
this crime bill is to regain and restore some
of the effectiveness our Department had in
fighting crime before the restrictive Mallory
rule and before we lost the right to make
investigative arrests. Is Senator MORSE
therefore saying that prior to the Mallory
decision, and prior to the banning of arrests
for investigation, we were operating with
“police state” methods? This is a trite and
tired cliche at best. When it is uttered by
a Benator who claims to be an authority on
law and law enforcement it is an insult to
our Chief and to every man on the force. Is
the Benator saying that we are somewhat
akin to a gestapo now prevented from ter-
rorizing and abusing the people of the com-
munity by certaln rules? He leaves little
doubt that this is exactly what is implied
when he says, “I believe that the Mallory
rule is vital to the protection of the people
of the District of Columbia—particularly to
the colored people of the District.” Specifi-
cally referring to the power to arrest for in-
vestigation that Senator says, “Colored per-
son after colored person has told me that if
such power were given to the District of
Columbia Police Department they would
tremble as to what would happen to them
after they got to the police precinct houses
in the District of Columbia.”

No other interpretation can be placed upon
this statement by the Senator except that
when we did have such power we Wwere
guilty of abuse, brutality, and third-degree
methods. Indeed, he emphasized this with
a few more low blows in his Senate speech
when he included in the REcoRp a London
newspaper article about alleged police bru-
tality in Sheffield, England, along with an-
other article about the third-degree meth-
ods of the New York City police many years
ago. The Senator is really hard pressed to
make make his point when he has to cross
the sea to England and go back a quarter
century in New York City for material.

In April 1960, Senator MoRrsSE was a guest—
an honored guest—at the regular monthly
meeting of our assoclation. The Mallory
rule was then in effect, in fact, after 8 years
of freedom Mallory had just been arrested
for rape in Philadelphia. In 1960 we still
had the right to hold suspects for Investiga-
tion and to question them before we made
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hasty decislons as to their gullt or innocence.
This 1s the power that Senator MoRse says
would make ‘“‘colored persons * * * tremble
about what would happen to them" if it
were renewed. If Senator MORSE was wor-
ried about our “police state” methods and
the “unbridled use of police authority” it
certainly was not evident on the evening of
April 19, 1960. He lauded the individual
members, he praised the force as a whole,
and in particular he complimented Chief
Murray.

What kind of man is this? Does he think
that we men of the force and our Chief
have changed so much in 3 short years?
Does he really believe that if a portion of
the authority we had when he praised us
s0 lavishly were restored that we would
turn into some sort of a gestapo? The Sen-
ator goes too far. He has a perfect right
to support the Mallory rule and to resist
any attempt to modify it—but not with
methods and words that are an insult to
a fine Chief and to a force he called a short
3 years ago “one of the finest in the world.”

The current opinions of the Senator might
be more readily understood if we had some
assurance that he is as much concerned
about the citizens of his own State of Ore-
gon as he is about the “people of the District
of Columbia—particularly the colored peo-
ple.” Do the State courts of Oregon or the
municipal courts of that State invoke the
Mallory rule, the McNabb decision or the
Durham rule? Is it not true that the police
in both the large and small citles of that
State use the same power of investigative
detention—by whatever name it is called—
that the Senator is so concerned about here
in the Distriet? If so, does the Senator ex-
pect to do something about that situation
or is he only concerned with the problem
here?

GEORGE W. WHALER,
President, Policemen’s Association of the
District of Columbia.

Mr. MORSE. I wish to speak a mo-
ment as chairman of the Public Health,
Education, Welfare, and Safety Subcom-
mittee of the Senate Distriect of Colum-
bia Committee that has jurisdiction over
the Metropolitan Police Department.
The news release states that in April
1960, I spoke to the Policemen’s Associa-
tion, and that I was high in my praise
of the chief of police and the police de-
partment. That was 3 years ago. It
occurred at about the time that a for-
mer high District of Columbia official
called upon me in my capacity as chair-
man of the subcommittee that has juris-
diction, so far as the Senate District of
Columbia Committee is concerned, over
the Police Department. He said that
some serious attacks, sub rosa, were be-
ing made on the chief of police, and he
was satisfied that there was a move on
foot to try to have the chief of police
removed. I knew nothing about them.
He said, “Well, will you talk with him.”
:l[ﬂiflﬂd I would be delighted to talk with

The chief of police came up and spent
an hour with me. He went over the criti-
cisms which he alleged were being circu-
lated in this community which I had not
heard about. He told me what his posi-
tion was on those criticisms. He as-
sured me that there was no basis in fact
for any of them. He made a very favor-
able impression on me. That was 3
Years ago.

I told him if the facts were as he
pointed out, he could be sure that as far
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as I was concerned—speaking only for
myself—I would have no truck with that
kind of “smear” campaign. I have been
too accustomed to being the victim of
such campaigns myself.

I have studied the operations of the
Metropolitan Police Department during
the past 3 years. I have criticized the
Department on various occasions. Come
the first of the year—I cannot see how
we can possibly proceed with it until
after the first of the year—I intend to
deal with the problems of the Metropoli-
tan Police Department in depth—in
great depth—and between now and then
1 shall submit to Commissioner Tobriner,
who I understand is the commissioner
who has charge of the police department,
a series of questions from time to time
for him to answer preparatory to my
proposal to investigate the police depart-
ment in depth, including the chief of
police.

I am not so sure that a preliminary
investigation on the basis of what I al-
ready know about the police department
does not call for the appointment of a
special crime commission to proceed
with an investigation similar to crime
commissions that have been appointed
from time to time in other parts of the
country to investigate police depart-
ments.

Mr. President, except for one addi-
tional comment, that is all I shall say on
the subject today. I should like to have
Mr. Tobriner advise me as to how much
time, if any, Mr. Whaler has been
spending on duty hours lobbying for the
District of Columbia Policemen’s Associ-
ation and the Police Department. I
should like to have Mr. Tobriner also
find out a few more facts about Mr.
Whaler’s conduct. I shall submit to him
within a few days, by way of a formal
request in my capacity as chairman of
the subcommittee of the Committee on
the District of Columbia that has juris-
diction over the police department, a list
of the facts that I desire.

I wish Mr. Tobriner, Mr. Murray, the
Police Department, and the executive
board of the District of Columbia Po-
licemen’s Association to know that I in-
tend to see to it that the people of the
District of Columbia are served by a po-
lice department that is free from a good
many of the abuses that I shall not now
proceed to disclose for public informa-
tion. What is needed is a thorough in-
vestigation of the Police Department of
the District of Columbia. I shall urge
such an investigation, and do everything
I can in my capacity as chairman of the
Public Health, Education, Welfare and
Safety Subcommittee to bring it about.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cles on the subject published in last eve-
ning’s Washington Star and this morn-
ing’s Washington Post be printed at this
point in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Evening Star, Nov.
14, 1963
PorLice Group CALLs MorseE TALK AN INSULT

The Policemen’s Assoclation today accused
Senator Morsg, Democrat of Oregon, of “an
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insult to our Chief and to every man on the
force.”

In a two-page press release, the associa-
tion critlcized the Senator for a Senate
speech he had made on “police state powers.”
He accused Chief Murray of seeking police
state powers, The association said he also
accused the Chief of “a great deal of mis-
representation” in championing the repeal of
the Mallory rule, which police feel restricts
their powers of interrogation,

The association represents some 2,700
members of the 2,900-man Metropolitan
Police Department. The statement was
signed by the association president, Pvt.
George W. Whaler, of the 14th precinet.

Noting that in April 1960, SBenator Morse
was a guest at an association meeting and
praised both Chief Murray and the force
as a whole, the association release asked:

“What kind of man is this? Does he think
that we men of the force and our Chief have
changed so much in 3 short years? Does
he really believe that if a portion of the
authority we had when he praised us so
lavishly were restored, that we would turn
into some sort of a gestapo?"’

The statement concluded by noting that
police departments in the Senator's home
State have the power of investigative deten-
tion denied to District police, and wonder-
ing if the Senator planned to do something
about conditions in Oregon. The Senator
has answered similar criticism in the past
by pointing out that he is a Federal, not a
State, legislator.

An ald to Senator Morsg said he would
try to get a copy of the assoclation’s state-
ment for the Senator, who might have some
comment after he had read it.

[From the Washington Post Nov. 15, 1963]

POLICE ASSOCIATION CRITICIZES MORSE TALK
ScorING FORCE

The Policemen's Assoclation of Washington
sharply criticized Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Democrat, of Oregon, yesterday for a con-
gressional speech he made November 7 scor-
ing the force and its chief.

Morse's speech touched on Chief Robert
Murray's support of the omnibus erime bill,
a measure that already has passed the House.

One of the main arguments against the
bill, an argument that Morse used, is that
it would weaken the Mallory rule. The rule
comes from a Supreme Court decision and
forbids use in Federal prosecutions of con-
fessions obtained during an unnecessary de-
lay before arraignment of a suspect.

In a two-page statement, the association
sald:

“After admitting that he had not attended
even one hearing of the Senate District Com-
mittee on the bill, the Senator accused
Chief Murray of seeking police state powers.
He sald that the chief was trying to effect
a change in the restrictive Mallory rule
through a great deal of misrepresentation
and this seems tantamount to charging Chief
Murray with making false statements in try-
ing to gain excessive and sinister power.”

The association said Morse had gone too
far and had no right to insult a chief and
a force he called a short 3 years ago one of
the finest in the world.

In other statements yesterday dealing with
the crime bill, the National Capital Area
Civil Liberties Union defended the Mallory
rule and the National Association of Broad-
casters expressed fear about certain anti-
obscenity sections of the measure.

The Civil Liberties Union called the bill a
“barefaced repudiation of the Federal rules
of criminal procedure.”

The Broadcasters expressed complete sym-
pathy for the objectives of the bill's anti-
obscenity sections, but the proposals were
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viewed as duplicating laws already existing
and tending toward a broad system of
censorship.

LEADERSHIP AWARD TO SENATOR
LISTER HILL OF ALABAMA BY THE
JOSEPH P. KENNEDY, JR., FOUN-
DATION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, an
article in this morning’s Washington
Post notes that one of our colleagues,
Senator Lister Hiin, of Alabama, has
been selected by the Joseph P. Kennedy,
Jr., Foundation for a leadership award in
pioneering the fight against mental
retardation. The article mentions that
President Kennedy will present the
award to the winners at a dinner in New
York City on December 4. Senator HirL
was chosen, the article goes on to state,
by the foundation in recognition of his
leadership and advocacy of legislation to
benefit the mentally retarded. It was
his sponsorship and hard work that in
great measure led finally to the estab-
lishment of the National Institute of
Neurological Diseases and Blindness.

I would like to offer congratulations for
myself and on behalf of the entire Senate
to our friend and colleague for this fine
acknowledgment of his work. It repre-
sents one more recognition of his out-
standing qualities as a legislator and
humanitarian.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle to which I have referred be printed
at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

S1X ARE PRESENTED KENNEDY AWARD FOR WORK
ON MENTAL RETARDATION

Six men who, in different ways, have pio-
neered in helping the mentally retarded yes-
terday won $225,000 in awards from the
Joseph P. Eennedy, Jr., Foundation.

President John F. EKennedy will present
the awards to the winners—two of them
Members of Congress and two forelgners—at
a dinner in New York City on December 4
in behalf of the foundation named for his
older brother, who died in World War II.

Sargent Shriver, the foundation’s executive
director, said the amounts of individual
awards would be announced on that date.

Winners of leadership awards were Sena-
tor Lister Hill, Democrat, of Alabama; Rep-
resentative John E. Fogarty, Demoecrat, of
Rhode Island; and Gov. Bert T. Combs, of
Kentucky.

Cited for scientific research was Dr. Lional
S. Penrose, professor of eugenics at Univer-
sity College, London.

An American and a Frenchman shared the
service award. They are Dr. Grover Francis
Powers, professor emeritus of pediatrics at
Yale University and Dr. Robert P. L. Lafon,
professor of neuropsychiatry at the Univer-
sity of Montpelier.

Senator HiLy, 68, was named for his leader-
ship and advocacy of legislation to benefit
the mentally retarded. He was a sponsor of
the legislation that led finally to the estab-
lishment of the National Institute of Neuro-
logical Diseases and Blindness,

Representative FoaarTy, 40, the youngest
winner, was halled as an ardent spokesman
for programs to aid mental retardation and
for his leadership in the House.

Combs was cited for his key role in orga-
nizing programs in his State. He convinced
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the masses that something could be done
for the mentally retarded.

Dr. Penrose was cited for his 30 years in
multiple contributions to the study of men-
tal retardation. He is 63 and published the
first large-scale systematic attempt to iden-
tify specific etiologic factors in defective
children.

Dr. Powers, at 76 the oldest winner, was
named for being an acute investigator of
mental defects, a teacher of doctors, and a
dedicated leader in organizing services for
the retarded.

Dr. Lafon, 58, founded the Institute of
Mental Retardation for training doctors,
teachers, and soclal workers. He is consid-
ered a leader in organizing facilities for the
care of the retarded in France.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
should like to call up two noncontro-
versial bills at this time and ask for
their immediate consideration.

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 623, Senate Resolution 225.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Burpick in the chair). The resolution
will be stated.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolution
(S. Res. 225) authorizing additional ex-
penditures by the Committee on Appro-
priations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, may we
know what the resolution is?

Mr. MANSFIELD, It is a $10,000 ad-
ditional request by the Committee on
Appropriations. If is a normal pro-
cedure.

The resolution was agreed to, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That the Committee on Appro-
priations hereby is authorized to expend
from the contingent fund of the Senate,
during the Eighty-eighth Congress, $10,000,
in addition to the amounts, and for the
same , specified in section 134(a)

purposes
of the Legislative Reorganization Act, ap-
proved August 2, 1946, and Senate Resolution
128, agreed to May 9, 1963.

PRINTING AS SENATE DOCUMENT
WITH ILLUSTRATIONS “U.S. AS-
TRONAUTS”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to Calendar No. 624, Senate Reso-
lution 219,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolution
(S. Res. 219) fo print as a Senate docu-
ment with illustrations, a document en-
titled “U.S. Astronauts” and ordering
additional copies printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?
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There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution,
which was agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the document entitled
“United States Astronauts™ prepared for the
use of the SBenate Committee on Aeronauti-
cal and Space Sclences by the staff of the
committee, shall be printed with illustra-
tions as a Senate document; and that there
be printed three thousand additional copies
of such document for the use of that com-
mittee.

THE THREAT OF AUTOMATION TO
LABOR

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, the morn-
ing press reports a very important state-
ment made yesterday by Mr. George
Meany, the distinguished American who
represents the AFL-CIO, who addressed
himself to the subject of automation at
the convention of the AFL-CIO in New
York.

Mr. Meany asserted, in the interest of
labor, that automation was a great threat
to labor and that he saw no way out of
it, except a reduction of the workweek
to 35 hours without reduction of pay.

The last is generally considered labor’s
prescription for automation. I believe
the real problem is that we have not
shown either labor's president, George
Meany, or labor itself, any other way
out. I agree with Mr. Meany that auto-
mation is a major problem for American
labor, that it is faced with a major crisis;
but it is also a national problem.

In the testimony before the Subcom-
mittee on Employment and Manpower of
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, of which I am a member, job losses
attributable to automation have been
pictured as being very great. While I
agree that this is a grave problem and
a crisis for labor, it is also a crisis for
the American Government, for manage-
ment, and for the people generally. I
cannot agree that the optimum remedy
is the shorter workweek, nor do I be-
lieve that we are so bereft of more funda-
mental remedies that we must rely es-
sentially upon expansion of Government
economic activity, as Mr. Meany recom-
mends. His prescription also calls for
public works projects, as if we were in a
depression or recession, for tax relief in
the lower income brackets, for steps to
improve purchasing power; a higher
minimum wage, and expansion of cov-
erage.

The tax reduction bill is in process, and
I am confident it will be passed. So, too,
will the minimum wage bill. The mini-
mum wage will increase as our economy
will allow it. The hours of work will
be reduced, as they have been for years.
When I was a boy, it was not unusual to
work 54 hours a week—even 60 hours a
week. I did so myself. So the hours of
work are getting shorter, as our economy
allows it.

I hope that we will not seek to solve
the problems of automation and the dis-
location of workers in the way Mr. Meany
suggests. In my judgment, if we did it
that way, it would jeopardize the security
of the Nation and its success in the
struggle for freedom, which demand both
maximum productivity and competitive-
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ness, both with the Communist system
and within the free world.

If we were to jeopardize productivity
and competitivenes, it could bring us to
a depression or to such economic troubles
as to do us far more harm than the
problems of automation.

What we must do is to offer American
labor an alternative. This is where we
have fallen down badly. The basic way
to cope with automation and the job dis-
location which results is to prevail on
both Government and business to finance
Jjointly the transition of workers into new
lines and new places of employment, to
provide them with financial aid through
periods of automation induced unem-
ployment, and also to facilitate the early
retirement of workers nearing the age of
retirement. As we realize the fruits of
automation, the shorter workweek and
higher earnings, including a higher
minimum wage, will bring great benefit
to the economy because they will have
been earned.

I look forward to a gross national
product of one thousand billion dollars,
perhaps in a decade—against the pres-
ent $578 billion, if we can really auto-
mate the economy. So the stakes are
enormous for the workers, whose real
income can almost double in that time.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I congratulate
the distinguished senior Senator from
New York for his thoughtful presenta-
tion to the Senate today. He mentioned
the large losses of jobs incident to fur-
ther automation. The figure I have
heard is 35,000 a week., Is that about
correct?

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct. It has
been as high as 40,000.

Mr. SYMINGTON. That shows what
a serious problem it is. In my State of
Missouri there is heavy unemployment,
and yet those unemployed do not have
certain skills needed by some of our
manufacturers. So I noticed large ad-
vertisements of one corporation in my
State in the Washington press—and,
therefore, I presume in other newspapers
in other cities—to get people skilled in
the particular professions that particu-
lar company needs. I hope the Senator
and his colleagues on the committee have
plans for developing legislation and pre-
senting it to the Senate that will help
meet the problem he has brought up to-
day, educating people so they do not
have to go on the dole because of au-
tomation.

Mr., JAVITS. I am grateful to my
colleague, who is famed in the world of
government and also in the world of
business—a rather unique union of
iil:ills. I value his constructive contribu-

1.

I do have such legislation in mind. I
am going to suggest to Senators what
Eust be done to give labor an alterna-

ve.

I emphasize that this is not a question
of beating Mr. Meany over the head with
a stick. He has grave problems, and he
must meet them. The only alternative
avallable to him today, apparently, is
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the shorter workweek. We must pro-
vide him with other alternatives. I am
confident that American labor, whose
traditional policy has not been against
automation, will come to that policy
again, if we give it a chance.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE]
who is now in the Chamber, has been la-
boring to have passed a vocational edu-
cation bill, one of the key elements
among the alternatives I have proposed.

We as a nation must resolve to spend
the money and expend the effort which
is called for. Passage of the tax reduc-
tion bill will help. We all expect it to
come along. We would like to have had
it yesterday, but these are the facts of
life.

We need also accelerated vocational
training and retraining, which is what
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsg]
and I, and other Senators as conferees,
are fighting for.

We also need relocation allowances so
that people can move to new locations in
search of better jobs.

We need transitional compensation for
workers, not on an unemployment basis
but on a working basis. After all, this
automation-induced unemployment is
not something they are inviting for them-
selves.

We need to provide for the transfera-
bility of pension rights, to give labor
more mobility. We may need a national
pension bank on that score.

We need financial aid for small busi-
nesses, to enable them to revamp their
enterprises, much like the V-loans after
World War II, plus technical assistance
to small business.

‘We need accelerated depreciation and
an even newer concept of depreciation
allowances than we already have. Even
these allowances, which have changed,
are still inadequate. They are based on
a 10-year concept. We are talking about
a much shorter concept today.

We need to revise the antitrust laws,
which are, in many cases, out of date.
We need to implement the original con-
cept of the Eisenhower administration
of establishing national economic goals.

We need greatly to enlarge profit
sharing and stock ownership for work-
ers and to give them real ownership in
American business.

That is the effective way to deal with
automation. Both business and govern-
ment must participate adequately and
effectively.

This morning, for example, we opened
hearings on a resolution to establish a
Presidential Commission on Automation,
suggested by the President’s railroad
message; a resolution which I sponsored,
together with the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morse], the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Crarg], and other Senators.
The Commission would be charged with
the responsibility of coming forward
with concrete recommendations, to the
President, the Congress, labor, and
management.

Labor is right about automation, that
it must not be asked to pay the cost,
which is a national cost. We can help
labor materially to play its traditional
role of statesmanship and patriotism in
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our economy, in regard to automation,
by the way we handle the situation and
the responsible way we act.

So I say to Mr. Meany, ‘“More power
to you. You are jacking us up, and you
are telling us what we have to do. What
you are proposing is uneconomic and I
am not for it, but you cannot be expect-
ed to remain quiet and you cannot be
expected to do nothing. It is we who
have to give you the alternative.”

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New York for his state-
ment. I wish to associate myself with
him. Early this year he and I intro-
duced a proposal for the appointment of
a National Presidential Council on Auto-
mation; because, as he and I declared
at the time, that probably this is the
most important legislative need on the
domestic front, I believe most people
do not realize what is happening to the
economy in connection with automation.
I have discussed this subject before. As
the Senator from New York knows, this
question has been discussed with the
President himself. The President, in
connection with the railroad bill that he
sent up, proposed the creation of such a
commission. That went by the boards.
I hope that at a very early date legisla-
tion can be passed along the lines that
the Senator from New York and I pro-
posed months ago, because we are deal-
ing with something that is vital to our
economy.

Mr. JAVITS. I
from Oregon.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON., Mr. President, I
would also associate myself with the
remarks made by the distinguished senior
Senator from New York. The Senator
well remembers what happened many
years ago. The problem became of na-
tional interest under the category of
“technocracy.” I believe the name of
the leader in that field at that time was
Scott. Then great prosperity came after
the depression of 1932, and then the war
years. This temporarily allayed the
troubles incident to further automation.

One of the best known leaders of labor
made a remark some years ago. When
he was shown a machine at the Ford
Motor Co., which took a raw casting,
drilled it, machined it, ground it, and
actually honed it, ready for use, some-
one said, “A wonderful piece of equip-
ment, don’t you think?"”

This man replied, “How many Fords
will it buy?” I think that remark sums
up much of the problem.

Does the study the Senator is inter-
ested in involve any examination of the
question of moonlighting, which has
steadily become a more interesting prob-
lem in connection with the shorter hours
resulting from automation?

Mr. JAVITS. I should say that, both
on the question of economic desirability
and necessity, it would be a suitable sub-
ject for this kind of study.

thank the Senator
President,
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Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. 1 yield to the Senator
from Delaware.

Mr. BOGGS. I take this opportunity
to congratulate the senior Senator from
New York for his remarks this morning
with reference to Mr. Meany’s statement
on auomation. I wish to associate my-
self with the views he has expressed.
The first step we need to take is to know
more about automation. Remarks like
those of the Senator from New York will
help focus attention throughout the
Nation on the importance of knowledge
of the problems of automation.

In my own time, I should like to make
a few remarks on that subject.

Mr. JAVITS. I am grateful to the
Senator from Delaware. I am cognizant
of the fact that he has introduced legis-
lation seeking a White House conference
on automation. I thank the Senator for
his contribution.

WE NEED TO ENOW MORE ABOUT
AUTOMATION

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, in fur-
ther reference to Mr. Meany’s remarks,
I should like to mention that we all rec-
ognize that he is gravely concerned about
the impact of automation on society.
He sees automation as devouring jobs
and perhaps leading to a national dis-
aster.

I lean more to the view that automa-
tion is a mixed blessing—that it has in
it the seeds of great good as well as evil,
I do emphatically agree with Mr. Meany,
however, that something needs to be
done to enable the country to cope more
realistically with the problem.

Mr. Meany's comments impress upon
me again the need for greater public
knowledge about automation. I am
afraid that to many it conjures up a
vision of a mechanical robot taking over
and performing humanlike jobs. Ac-
tually, automation is muech more so-
phisticated than this, of course, although
I do not pretend to understand all or
even most of its facets.

We know that automation is affecting
now, and will affect in the future, the
types of jobs Americans perform. But
how are parents to guide their children
into future careers without having a
better idea of what is happening? How
are guidance counselors in our schools
to advise students if they do not have
a better frame of reference against
which to gage career opportunities?

There is no easy answer to automa-
tion. Living with the changes it brings
will take the combined efforts of individ-
uals and businesses and all levels of gov-
ernment. But first, before anything
constructive can be done, must come a
better understanding of the problem
itself.

A White House Conference on Auto-
mation is not the whole answer to cre-
afion of this understanding, I well
realize, but I can think of no better
single way to accomplish two goals:

First. Investigate the problem on a
nationwide basis and, second, spread in-
formation about it on a nationwide basis.
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A White House Conference would be
preceded by local studies. . These studies
would work up to regional and State
conferences. Finally the best ideas would
be discussed by well-informed delegates
at the Washington, D.C., meeting. Along
the way many citizens would be partici-
pants in the fact-gathering and idea-
generating process. Others would learn
from mnews accounts. The net result
would be a far better informed publie.

Mr. President, last January I intro-
duced a bill, S. 185, providing for a White
House Conference on Automation. I am
even more convinced now of the need
for such a Conference, and I respectfully
urge action on this legislation by the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee in
order that this Conference can take place
soon.

ANTISEMITIC CAMPAIGN OF RED
RUSSIA AGAINST THE JEWISH
PEOPLE

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, with
increasing frequency evidence is appear-
ing of an anti-Semitic campaign now be-
ing conducted in Red Russia against the
Jewish people. The treatment that is
now being accorded to the Jewish mi-
nority in Red Russia is cruel, unjust, and
unworthy of any government regardless
of how base.

The Communists of Red Russia are in-
tent upon destroying the Jewish commu-
nities within its boundaries. The evi-
dence is abounding that the Soviet Union
is seeking to exterminate the Jews and
take from them their lives, properties,
and culture. The tragedy is that the
Jews of Red Russia are now being not
only persecuted and decimated but false-
ly made the victims for the economic
failure and general corruption that pre-
vails in the system.

It goes without saying that I vigor-
ously econdemn the persecution to which
the Jewish people have been subjected by
the Soviet Union; also the extinction of
cultural and religious ties between the
Soviet Jews and Jews of other lands; the
closing of the Jewish synagogues, and the
ban against the performance of sacred
Jewish rites; the closing of the Jewish
schools and the destruction of the Jewish
institutions in Yiddish and Hebrew.

Mr. President, I am one of 60 Senators
who joined with Senator Asramam Risi-
coFF in sponsoring a pending resolution
condemning the Soviet Union for dis-
crimination against the Jews. I make
this statement to reaffirm my conviction
that the resolution which has been pre-
sented is rooted in facts and sound and
proper in its condemnation of the bru-
tality and oppression practiced by Red
Russia against the Jewish minority.

THE JOHN BIRCH SOCIETY IDEA OF
CONSPIRACY

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, one of
the real dangers in any extremist move-
ment is that it threatens the mature dis-
cussion of the real issues which confront
2 nation by responsible members of the
liberal and conservative camps. There
is much room for disagreement and dis-
cussion on the major issues that face us
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today, but the search for a solution is
severely hindered by those who seek to
attach their hysterical distortions and
untruths to one side or the other.

In the 1930's the far left sought to
infiltrate and command the traditional
liberal movement in our Nation. Today
the far right is attempting to become the
voice of conservatism.

The Wyoming State Journal, of Lan-
der, Wyo., carried an excellent column
in its November 7 issue ouflining the
danger to the Nation in the hysterical
approach to our problems. The column
was written by Perry Swisher. I ask
unanimous consent that it may be
printed in the RECORD,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

JoHN BIRCHERS IDEA OF CONSPIRACY IS
AGREEMENT
(By Perry Swisher)

Oil discovered on your land doesn’'t make
you a better American than I am—just richer.

If you are successful dogfood manufac-
turer, that doesn't mean you are man's best
friend. In fact, you may have it in your
head that there are men who are conspiring
to bite you—"Pinks"” Socialists, and Commu-
nists who must be put on a leash,

And the candymaker who heads the John
Birch Soclety wrote that Dwight Eisenhower
probably wasn’t the head man to carry out
Communist policy in America—more likely
Milton Eisenhower was telling his brother
what to do. I guess he makes good candy.
It's his political philosophy that reeks with
rat polson.

The Birch Society's Robert Welch, the dog-
food man, and posse of oil-rich gents from
the Southwest, are the leading sponsors in
the intermountain States of a campaign to
give the voters “a real cholce in 1964. They
tell us that for many elections past the
Republican and Democratic Partles have
been Tweedledum and Tweedledee,

A contest between the American Nazl Party
and the Communist Party would represent a
real choice. Their mutual hatred is intense
enough to satisfy the most bloodthirsty
partisan, even if to bellevers in representa-
tive government the authoritarians also look
like Tweedledum and Tweedledee.

But that is not the goal. Neither the Nazi
baiters of minorities nor the Communist
haters of capitalists are on our ballots, The
object, as I get it, 1s to make of the Republi-
can Party a conservative party.

This remodeled party, by beating the
Nixon and Rockefeller and Eisenhower and
Romney and Scranton Republicans in con-
vention, and then defeating the Democrats
in November, would save us from the one-
world Socialist conspiracy.

Isn't that the pitch? Now, hate is not the
hallmark of a conservative. Saying that
many, perhaps most, of the men in Congress,
the White House, and the U.S. courts are
there because they bought the voter with
appropriations is not conservatism.

Belief that many or most of these men are
stupld enough or evil enough to sell the
Nation out to the Communist conspiracy is
not a conservative belief.

Saying there is a working conspiracy be-
tween Republican and Democratic leaders
to decelve the voters while taking orders
from foreign masters is not speaking con-
servatively.

This is hysteria, fear, and the sick that
that fear produces. I wonder how long the
honorable word “‘conservative” can stand em-
brace by political leprosy without losing its
health?

To look at the imagined Democratic-
Republican conspiracy, let’s start at the bot-
tom.
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If I vote for a school building bond issue
because I have children in school and you
vote for it because you own adjoining prop-
erty or think it will do the town good, we
are not conspirators, You may be a con-
servative on education, I may be a liberal;
but when we vote alike we are not conspira-
tors. Nor does 1t mean one of wus has
duped the other.

Suppose the State’s population increases
sharply. Traffic accidents elimb.

If both political parties agree more high-
way patrolmen must be hired, this is no
conspiracy. The outs may blame the ins for
letting freeway construction lag, or for being
unduly influenced by the asphalt peddlers
where concrete was called for, but each side
calls for stepped-up trafiic law enforcement.
A consplracy?

The State may have signed a compact with
other States 15 years ago. They exchange
students tuition-free in certain specialties,
s0 each State doesn’t have to duplicate the
other's expensive colleges of medicine, den-
tistry, ete.

In the process they have spent on educa-
tion by providing more of it. Both political
parties have long since accepted the program
though they differ on detalls. Bipartisan ac-
ceptance of the compact doesn't constitute
conspiracy, even if the voters never did have
a direct vote in the matter.

Agreement, in other words, is not con-
spiracy. If Republicans and Democrats did
not have more in common than in dispute,
then I'd worry. With disagreements deep
enough and numerous enough, a change
of control would become a bloody revolution.

If the Republic is healthy, the quarrel is
usually over when, how, and at what expense
an action is to be taken. We ought to be in
fairly general agreement that the objective
is economic well-being and opportunity for
a8 many people as possible, a well-educated
citizenry respecting one another's personal
freedom, represented by a forelgn policy
that never sleeps in a round, complicated,
and not entirely predictable world.

Those who see some such general Amerl-
CAn consensus as a conspiracy don't need a
political party. They need a doctor,

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7885) to amend further
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, and for other purposes.

Mr. DOMINICE. Mr, President, dur-
ing the course of our debate on foreign
ald, the distinguished Senators from
New York [Mr. JaviTs and Mr. KEATING]
urged and very ably guided through the
Senate an amendment which had the
effect of cutting off aid to Egypt in order
to do something about the precarious
situation in which Israel finds herself.

There has been criticism from the
White House and AID administrators for
that action on the ground that it reduced
their flexibility in dealing with these
problems, So far as I was concerned,
I supported and voted for the amend-
ment cutting off this flexibility as per-
haps one of the things we have to do.

Recently, an article came to my atten-
tion which points up the problems we
have in the aid field today. For the edi-
fication of the Senate, the article should
be read. It is written by Henry J. Tay-
lor. It reads in part:

I was in Egypt some years ago when the
Washington “big think" bought (taxpayers’
money) about 100,000 bales of cotton to but-
ter up wily Gamal Abdel Nasser, a man who
has it in him to be a traitor to any cause.
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We were trying, as we still are, to win
false friends by frail policles and money.

Still reading from the article:

And although this far-off generosity to the
hawk-eyed colonel was greatly unappreciated
and totally misdirected the added bill
knocked our taxpayers for another 855
million.

Well, these 100,000 bales are now being
sold, although prying the particulars out of
our foreign aid professors and the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture was like trying to
break the arm of Atlas. The clamp was on
in & top directive consistent with the policy
of manipulated news, For the man we're
selling this cotton to is Nasser.

We pald this Scaramouche a dollar a
pound. He's buying it back for less than
356 cents, He’s paying $17.4 million to get
back what he sold Uncle Sam for $556 mil-
lion.

There is a good deal more in this arti-
cle which is of real significance in our
present debate on foreign aid.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
article printed at this point in the REc-
ORD as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

EGYPTIAN CoTTON WAS A REAL DEAL
(By Henry J. Taylor)

An inside look at a cotton deal should
make us wonder who gets what in foreign
aid.

I was in Egypt some years ago when the
Washington big think bought (taxpayers’
money) about 100,000 bales of cotton to
butter up wily Gamal Abdel Nasser, a man
who has it in him to be a traitor to any
cause.

‘We were frying, as we still are, to win false
friends by frall policies and money.

Responding to the horrendous legends and
medieval myths that constitute our farm
program, America's warehouses were then, as
they still are, bulging with our own unsold
cotton.

And although this far-off generosity to the
hawk-eyed colonel was greatly unappreclated
and totally misdirected, the added bill
knocked our taxpayers for another $556 mil-
lion.

‘Well, these 100,000 bales are now being
sold, although prying the particulars out of
our foreign aid professors and the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture was like trying to
break the arm of Atlas. The clamp was on in
a top directive consistent with the policy of
manipulated news. For the man we're sell-
ing this cotton to is Nasser.

We paid this Scaramouche a dollar a
pound. He's buying it back for less than
35 cents. He's paying $17.4 million to get
back what he sold Uncle Sam for $556 million,

No wonder we're in a heads-you-win-tails-
I-lose contest with the tax collector. No
wonder most of the world thinks we have
more money than brains. And no wonder
the whole country, I think, is mentally tired
of trylng to figure things out. You just
don't get anyplace. Nor do we get the
truth, unless sought.

President Kennedy bid for added public
approval of the Russian wheat deal by an-
nouncing emphatically that all the wheat
must be carried in American ships to the
extent available. Millions were led to visu-
allze an employment-giving parade of Stars
and Stripes across the seas.

Yet Mr. Eennedy knew full well as he spoke
that less than one out of four ships would,
or could, be American. That's all that are
available. Behind the manipulated news
this maximum was the real meaning of “to
the extent of availability.”

Mr. Ee also knew, of course, from
the advance talks in Canada, that the $10-
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a~ton higher American cargo rate would
affect even: the one out of four. In truth,
the actual White House offer is to send only
14 percent In American ships and B8 percent
in foreign. :

It involves an Initial delivery of 2.4 million
tons, 28 percent in U.S. vessels, and then the
entire balance of the 4 million tons in for-
eign ships. The Russlans haven't introduced
any really unexpected obstacles. The Amer-
ican people simply were not told the full
truth in the first place. That is what makes
the manipulated-news policy so dangerous
and unworthy.

Mr. DOMINICE. I pointout that this
is only one example of the difficulties we
face in our foreign aid program. We are
constantly finding ourselves at odds.
We do one thing for one counfry, and we
find that it acts badly on another coun-
try. One country may be an ally, an-
other may be a neutral, and a third
may be unfriendly. The more money
we put into these areas, the more com-
plex the problems become,

The other day I had the opportunity
of commenting on the Indonesian situa-
tion. During this process and while re-
ferring to the attitude of Mr. Sukarno
in connection with the Dutch territories,
which he literally forced out of their
hands, and his present activities in
burning the British Embassy and the
British possessions and threatening
American possessions, I referred to Mr.
Sukarno as a bandit. I am really quite
entertained that the Ambassador for
Indonesia has made a protest in connec-
tion with those remarks of mine against
Mr. Sukarno.

I have not heard from the State De-~
partment, as to whether they gave any
reply. In the process of his objection to
the State Department, he apparently
also criticized the distinguished Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel for calling
Mr. Sukarno a no-good, corrupt man who
would be in bed with the Communists
were it not for American aid. I under-
stand that the Senator from Oregon re-
plied quite vehemently yesterday; and I
agree with the statements that he made.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOMINICK. I am delighted to
yield to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Not vehemently; objec-
tively.

Mr. DOMINICK. I accept the modifi-
cation.

It might be interesting if we included
some comments at this point concerning
the history of Mr. Sukarno.

At the same time that Shriver, the
Director of the Peace Corps, fought the
Japanese during World War II, Sukarno
held down an important post with the
enemy, that of general political adviser
to the Japanese Military Government in
Indonesia.

In that post, Sukarno turned 2 million
of his countrymen over to the Japanese
to be treated, in the words of Maj. Gen.
Charles Willoughby, who was our chief
of intelligence in that area, “like coolie
slaves.”

One of Sukarno's chief tasks was to
exhort Indonesians into greater war ef-
forth: “We shall flatten out America”
and “We shall overturn England.”

Then he organized a colossal anti-
American rally in Djakarta on November
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8, 1944. An Indonesian weekly pub-
lished photographs of Sukarno burning
bigger-than-life pictures of Western
leaders. A caption under the picture
read: “Roosevelt, Churchill Condemned.”

In 1945 he jumped from a sinking Jap-
anese ship and joined with the Soviets.
He telegraphed Stalin asking support
and pledged himself to the ultimate at-
tainment of Russian aspirations.

In 1949 Sukarno became President of
the Indonesian republic. He has since
guided Indonesian affairs with a flair
that has enabled him to win the order of
Lenin and to chortle in Djakarta: “This
means I am a Communist of the highest
order.”

There is information to the effect that
Sukarno has publicly endorsed the Com-
munist Party of Indonesia as '‘a genuine
participant in the political process and
the Nationalist movement.” This en-
dorsement has been made concrete by
the appointment of large numbers of
Communist Party members to the Par-
liament and to advisory organs of the
Government, such as the Supreme Ad-
visory Council and the National Planning
Council.

Sukarno has received more than $1
billion in late-model arms from the Com-
munist world. I might say that a good
portion of the finances that he received
with which to pay for these arms came
from U.S. aid. Sukarno has embraced
Mao Tse-tung, and has told listeners of
Radio Peiping that he will work with Mao
in the joint struggle “to create a world
Socialist society,” an aim “impossible to
realize if imperialism still exists in the
world,” He has promised support for the
Communist campaign to “liberate For-
mosa from imperialist lackeys.”

That is only a part of his history.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

lilr. DOMINICK. I am delighted to
yield.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator
very much for this documentation on
Sukarno. My prediction is that no
matter how much aid the United States
gives him, he will turn out to be worse
than Castro. He is a two-timing politi-
cian in Asia who will take everything we
give him and then amputate the hand
that feeds him. I hope that the admin-
istration will recognize that reality and
not make the mistake of pouring out
additional money for Sukarno. At the
present time aid has been suspended
temporarily. It ought to be in perpe-
tuity, because in my judgment here is a
place in the world which is headed by
& man so corrupt that any money we
give him will not help the cause of free-
dom, but will be used to carry out his
diabolical purposes.

Mr. DOMINICK. I appreciate very
much the feelings, comments, and re-
marks of the distinguished Senator from
Oregon. All we have to do is to look at
recent history; we do not have to go to
past history, except, as I said, to lay the
background for it.

When he moved into West New
Guinea, governed by the Dutch, who
wanted to give the right of self-determi-
nation to more than 500,000 people, the
Papuans, what did we do? Did we sup-
port the Dutch in their effort to extend
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self-determination to these people, a
principle which we have so long pro-
fessed as one of our guiding principles?
We did not. We backed Sukarno, and
we told the Duteh, in order to create
peace in that area, they should get out.
With no support, and inability to use our
bases, to reinforce their troops in the
area, the Dutch did get out. Sukarno
has taken over this territory, and these
people have been taken over, without
any hope of self-determination, and
without any hope of redress for any
wrongs which may have been committed
in that area.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. DOMINICK.
yield.

Mr. GRUENING. I commend the
Senator from Colorado for his very cor-
rect interpretation of what has hap-
pened and on his extremely useful sum-
ming up of some of the follies that we
have committed in Indonesia. That is
the only way I can describe them. They
were follies. We have supported a ruth-
less dictator and unserupulous aggressor.
His principles are in direct opposition to
ours. He acted ruthlessly in moving to
take over West New Guinea when that
situation should have been left to the
future decision of the people them-
selves. That area which the Dutch did
not wish to retain themselves, although
it had been a Dutch colony, should have
been turned over to the United Nations
under some kind of trusteeship or man-
date, so that in the future, when those
people had reached the point where they
knew what they wanted, they could de-
cide what status or political association
they desired to have.

That would have been the proper pol-
icy for the United States to support. We
yielded to Sukarno’s bludgeonic tactics,
for reasons that are difficult to justify.
We allowed Sukarno to take those people
over. The Senator from Colorado has
performed a very useful service in the
statement he has made.

Mr. DOMINICE. I very much appre-
ciate the support of the distinguished
Senator from Alaska. Obviously, from
comments which have been made here,
there are opinions concerning Mr. Su-
karno that are strong opinions and which
are based on a historical position as to
what he has been doing. When I re-
ferred to Mr., Sukarno as a bandit, it is
interesting to note that one of the defi-
nitions of a bandit is one who takes un-
fair advantage over others, usually to
procure inordinate payment or profit.

If that is not an accurate description
of what he has been doing, not only in
his own country and at the expense of
his own people, who are fine people for
the most part, but also in other places
in that area, including west New Guinea
and Malaysia, which he is now trying to
break up, and including West Irian, and
other places which he is trying to seize
and hold onto, then I do not know what
that word means. I have no intention
on the floor of the Senate to back down
from such a description of Mr. Sukarno.

JOURNALISM BY INVECTIVE

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the
Washington Post seems to be most un-

I am delighted to
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happy about the reforms that have been
made in the Senate in the foreign aid bill
in the course of a 3-week debate.

Let me state my belief that these re-
forms have been constructive, needed,
and desirable in every sense of the word,
and should go far to improve, revitalize,
rehabilitate, and save the foreign aid
program. This program was rapidly
falling apart both in its execution and
in the estimation of an increasing num-
ber of the American people. Not only
has no damage been done to the pro-
gram, but the amendments adopted
should substantially strengthen it.

As far as the quantitive cuts are con-
cerned, they are unimportant. There
is still more than $6'2 billion in the
“pipeline,” which, for the benefit of the
public means that that amount of
money is the sum left over from pre-
vious appropriations which has been un-
expended. Therefore, if not one cent
had been authorized or appropriated by
this Congress, the program could have
gone on for a year and a half or nearly
2 years without difficulty. Moreover, a
country-by-country approach would
show that the total authorization could
be cut further without impairment of
the program.

And yet we find in the leading edi-
torial of today’s Washington Post, en-
titled “Sermon on Aid,” the following
characterizations.

This has been, the Post says, a “bit-
ter” fight over foreign aid. Note the
adjective “bitter.”

In the next paragraph, the Post says
that what Congress has done to the aid
program is, in its opinion, “wrong and
foolish.” The Congress has carved the
bill to the marrow. Anatomatically
speaking, the marrow is the inside of the
bone. Actually, Congress barely nicked
the epidermis.

Further, the Senate has “implanted a
series of dogmatic restrictions.” Note
the word “dogmatic.” And Congress
apparently has been guilty of “spiteful
use of aid as a club.” Note the adjec-
tive “spiteful” and the noun “club.”

The Post notes that the congressional
“onslaught was not simply the act of a
small and willful minority.” I am glad
that the Post recognizes that construc-
tive amendments were adopted by ma-
jority vote—as they obviously would have
to be—and that in the case of some of
the constructive amendments that failed
of passage, they failed of passage by a
very small margin and that usually there
were some 40 votes for them. Were they
all “willful”?

Next, we find in the Post's editorial
that the “mayhem on aid found the
majority support in Congress.” Now,
what is the definition of “mayhem”? As
found in Webster's Collegiate Dictionary,
it is “willful and permanent deprivation
of a bodily member resulting in the im-
pairment of a person’s fighting ability,”
or “willful and permanent crippling,
mutilation or disfigurement of any part
of the body.” I submit that all that has
been done is to do some moderate plastic
surgery on the body of the foreign aid
bill designed to remove a few malignant
tumors lest they spread and become
lethal, and to excise a few warts that
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impaired its foreign aid's image. It
might be characterized in part as a face-
lifting operation. It was hardly “may-
hem.”

Next, the Post says the Senate
“hacked foreign aid to bits.”

Further, the Senate’s action is ehar-
acterized as an “irresponsible binge.”

Finally, the Post expresses the hope
that “it may yet be possible to expunge
some of the worst features of the Senate
legislation” and thereby to remedy “the
frailties of Congress.” Actually, Con-
gress has, for the first time since the
beginning of the foreign aid program
laid aside its past frailties of inaction and
carried out in part its constitutional re-
sponsibilities to be a vigilant and alert
participant in the authorization of the
expenditures of foreign aid funds.

Now, we turn to the next page of the
Post and find, under the heading: “Mat-
ter of Fact,” a column by Joseph Alsop
entitled “The New Know-Nothings.”
Not surprisingly, the article refers to the
action of the Senate on the foreign aid
bill as “the new surge of know-nothing-
ness.” Actually, the Senate displayed a
welcome and belated “know-something-
ism"” about the foreign aid bill with
which the public, and indeed much of
the Congress, and certainly Mr. Alsop,
had been largely unendowed hitherto.

Mr. Alsop further characterized the
debate as “squalid.”

Democratic Senators who took part in
re-forming the bill are characterized as
“liberal,” the word “liberal’” being in
quotes, which quotes, of course, suggest
that these “liberals” are unsound and
wacky fellows, Senator MorsE is referred
to as ‘“ineffable.” This is a highbrow
smear adjective. Ineffable, as defined
by Webster, means “incapable of being
expressed in words; indescribable; un-
speakable; not to be uttered.” Does this
mean that Mr. Alsop was at a loss to
characterize Senator Morsg?

Southerners who voted for some of
these amendments are referred to as
“embittered.”

Later in Mr, Alsop’s column, Senators
FraNk CHURCH, ALBERT (GORE, ABE RiIBI-
COFF, STUART SYMINGTON, STEPHEN YOUNG,
HeNrY JacksoN, and WILLIAM PROXMIRE
are condemned as ‘‘so-called liberals.”
They and the others are charged with
“trying to gut the foreign aid bill.” Note
the verb “gut.”

Finally, all of them are charged with
“peevishness,” and Mr. Alsop declares
that that is the “only motive now iden-
tifiable.”

Speaking as an old journalist, Mr, Pres-
ident, I regret such unintelligent and
unperceptive interpretations of what
happened in the Senate.

Speaking again as an old newspaper-
man, I regret the unrestrained use of
defamatory adjectives by the Post’s
editorial writer, whoever he may be in
this case, and by its syndicated col-
umnist, Joe Alsop.

Speaking as a Senator, I am proud of
what the Senate has done in the last 3
weeks, and I venture the prophecy that
history, in the very near future as well
as in the long run, will completely vindi-
cate the Senate’s performance as use-
ful, needed, and constructive. It has
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done the administration and the foreign
aid program an incalculable service.
Had this service been performed in pre-
vious years, it would have saved the
American people billions of dollars out
of the more than $100 billion which
have been spent on foreign aid, much of
it squandered. It would have made our
foreign aid infinitely more effective and
would have left the world in a much
better condition than it is now.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp the article entitled “The New
Know-Nothings,” written by Joseph
Alsop, and the ediforial entitled “Ser-
mon on Aid,” both published in the
Washington Post of today, November 15,
1963.

There being no objection, the article
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

SERMON ON AID

President Eennedy used the pulpit of his
office yesterday to deliver a powerful sermon
on the need for foreign ald. He did not dis-
pute the constitutional right of Congress to
decide how much money should be appro-
priated. But he did point out that the ex-
penditures involved are hardly crushing, that
foreign aid is “a valuable arm" of U.S. policy,
and that in the end it is the President—
not Members of Congress—who is held ac-
countable for the success or failure of our
diplomacy.

The pity is that the President did not
make his forceful statements weeks ago in
a fTull-scale address to the country. There
were clear storm warnings that this year
would see a bitter fight over foreign aid.
Yet here, as in other areas of controversy,
there has been a reluctance to commit the
full resources of the Presidency to a drive for
the administration’s programs. The sermon
comes late—after the ushers have already
passed the collection plate.

What Congress has done to the aid pro-
gram is, in our opinion, wrong and foolish.
Not only has carved to the marrow
the President’'s budget request; the Senate
has also implanted a series of dogmatic re-
strictions on the wuse of aid. Surely Mr.
EKennedy is only stating the obvious in re-
minding Congress that the world
swiftly and that spiteful use of ald as a club
usually does not have the intended effect.

Yet the congressional onslaught was not
simply the act of a small and willful mi-
nority. The mayhem on aid found majority
support in Congress—and no doubt has ma-
jority support in the country. It is no acel-
dent that the Peace Corps received generous
treatment in the House at the same time
foreign aid was being hacked to bits in the
Benate. Both actions express a consensus on
Capitol Hill and in the country.

It is easy to make Congress the scapegoat—
especially when the Senate goes on an irre-
sponsible binge and appears to dictate day-
to-day policy to the Executive. But the
mischievous action of Congress cannot wholly
absolve the President of his past inaction.
Whose job is it to disclose the purposes of
American policy, to explain in plausible
terms to the man in the street the American
stake in using aid to help buttress the inde-
pendence of remote countries? When Mr,
Kennedy says that he needs foreign aid, he
has to persuade the electorate no less than
Congress,

Mr. Kennedy’s sermon in and of itself was
admirable. It may yet be possible to ex-
punge some of the worst features of the
Senate legislation in conference with the
House. But the result thus far tells some-
thing not only about the frailties of Con-
gress. It also tells us that more vigorous
leadership on the part of the administration
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is essential to the achievement of its objec-
tives,

TaE NEw ENow-NoTHINGS
(By Joseph Alsop)

In the tedious but cruclial struggle over
the foreign aid bill, the old tradition of na-
tional-minded bipartisanship has been sav-
ing President Eennedy’s bacon.

In the preliminary wrestling with the bill
in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
the senior members of the majority and mi-
nority, Senators Wiriam FurLericHT, of Ar-
kansas, and BourgEeE B. HICKENLOOPER, of
Iowa, acted together as partners.

Senator HICKENLOOPER 1Is mnot widely
known for his reluctance to take a good,
hard, partisan whack at the Democrats when-
ever he sees a chance to do so. He thought
that the foreign aid authorization that Sen-
ator FoLericHT wanted the committee to ap-
prove—$4.2 billion—was a bit on the high
side. But when FovLsricHT argued that “we
have got to give them something to cut,”
HickenLooPER loyally went along.

Again, when the leadership belatedly dis-
eovered the power of the new surge of know-

in the Senate, a hasty strategy
meeting to discuss the best blocking tactlcs
was strictly bipartisan, and was even held
in the Repu‘bucan cloakroom. The majority
and minority leaders, Senators Mixe MaNs-
FIELD, of Montana, and EvEReTT DIRKSEN, of
Illinois, joined with PurericHT and HICKEN-
LoorER in the decision to make a voluntary
preliminary cut of $385 million in the com-
mittee total, in order to forestall worse cuts
by the new know-nothings.

Since then, through the long, squalid, and
still unfinished struggle on the Senate floor,
DimrksEN, HICKENLOOPER, and a good many
other Republicans have continued to stand
four square for national mindedness and bi-
partisanship.

Meanwhile, the President's bill has been
under bitter, persistent partisan attack by
Democratic Senators, with a group of liberal
Democrats, headed by the ineffable SBenator
WaYNE Morsg, of Oregon, leading the at-
tackers. Even that famous Republican con-
servative, SBenator BArrY GOLDWATER, of Ari-
zona, had been kinder to the foreign aid pro-
gram than the new Democratic know-noth-
ings, for he has at least been absent for al-
most every key vote.

The most dramatic vote, though not the
closest, was on Morse’s motlon to gut the
bill for good and all, by recommitting it to
the Foreign Relations Committee. Twenty-
eight other Senators voted with the Oregon
paragon, and 20 of them were Democrats.

Another Morse amendment, to cut the De-
velopment Loan Fund by $25 million, car-
ried by a vote of 42 to 40, and 24 of the
Morse adherents were Democrats. Embit-
tered southerners, like Ricearp RusseLn, of
Georgia, and Harey F. Byrp, of Virginia,
have, of course, followed Monsg, gladly yield-
ing him the leadership on this occasion.

Morsg's deputy commander in the attack
has been the old New Dealer from Alaska,
Senator ERNEST GRUENING. So-called lib-
erals who have joined MORSE are FRANK
CHURCH, of Idaho; ALBERT GORE, of Tennes-
see; the former Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare in the Kennedy Cabinet,
Ase Risicorr, of Connecticut; Stuarr Sy-
MINGTON, of Missouri; and SterHEN YoUNG,
of Ohlo; plus HeEnry Jacksown, of Washing-
ton, and WnLiam Proxmire, of Wisconsin, on
the fund cut.

Besides trying to gut the foreign aid bill
in every other way, the new know-nothings
have put forward an astonishing number of
backseat driving amendments. “Some peo-
ple,” Senator HicKENLOOPER has sald grimly,
“want to turn the U.S. Senate into another
committee on the conduct of the war, which
helped the South more than Robert E, Lee.”

The result, beyond much doubt, would be
a half-crippled foreign aid program. The
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Alliance for Progress, for instance, will be
Tucky to get $525 million—apparently be-
cause Senator Morse and his friends are re-
luctant to allow the United States to spend
as much on the prevention of communism in
Latin America as the Communist bloc is now

spending for the sole purpose of propping up
Fidel Castro in Cuba,

If the effort in Vietnam is not weakened,
all other military aid programs will have to
be cut drastically. Thus old and tried allies
which cannot otherwise afford thelr present
levels of defense, like Turkey, Greece, Na-
tionalist China, and South EKorea, will be hit
where it hurts most—apparently because
Senators SYyMiNGTON and Risicorr think it is
a bad bargain to add this strength to our
slde at one-tenth the cost of an equal num-
ber of American troops.

Finally, development loans, which offer the
best hope of future progress and are also to
be repaid in the end, will be cut to the point
of grave damage to American foreign policy.
In short, the national interest is under heavy
attack. It would be more comprehensible if
the attack had a partisan motive; but pee-
;i:hms alas, is the only motive now identi-

ble.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GRUENING. Iam happy to yield.

Mr. MORSE. I congratulate the
Senator from Alaska on his penetrating
analysis of both the Washington Post
editorial and the inexcusable, ignorant
column by Mr. Alsop. The country is
greatly indebted to the Senator from
Alaska for the strong leadership that he
extended to those of us who have fought
during the past 3 weeks to try to bring
to an end some of the worst inefficien-
cies, waste, and causes of international
corruption that are embedded and in-
grained in the foreign aid program.

Probably the Senate will complete
action on the bill today. But this will
not be the last time there will be action
on the bill, If the conference report con-
tains any attempt to undo what the Sen-
ate has done, there will be a further
debate at great length, so that the
American people may again have the
facts presented to them as to how they
are being rooked by the foreign aid pro-
gram.

It is with sadness in my heart that
Ifind that my President is making state-
ments and speeches following that line
on foreign aid, but is not uttering a word
in those speeches by way of a pledge
to the taxpayers that he intends to do
something about the inefficiencies, waste,
and inexcusable wrongs that are em-
bedded in the foreign aid bill.

I spoke yesterday on the basis of a
foot-high compilation of reports from
the Comptroller General of the United
States, which pointed out the shocking
waste of millions of dollars of taxpayers’
money in the sinkholes of foreign aid.
I most respectfully ask my President:
“When are you going to do something
about. correcting those wrongs, which
are a matter of proof, in regard to for-
eign aid?”,

The President will get my support for
a good foreign aid program, but he will
not get my support, and does not have
my support, for a continuation of the
kind of foreign aid that he is talking
about, and to which he referred in his
speech in New York City last Friday and
his news conference yesterday, because
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the President cannot make a case in
support of that kind of foreign aid.

The President asks, “Who will get the
blame if the program does not work?”
He answers, “I will get the blame.”

Let me say that Congress will get the
blame, and should get the blame, if it
does not exerecise its authority under the
Constitution to check the President in
connection with the wasting of hundreds
of millions of dollars of taxpayers’
money that is now being poured down
the sinkholes of foreign aid in many
parts of the world.

Mr. GRUENING, I thank the Sen-
ator from Oregon. He has been the
leader in the gallant and devoted fight
to improve the foreign aid program.

I am not opposed to foreign aid. I
favor it. I have favored it all along.
However, at various times I have sought
to present amendments which I hoped
would cure some of the deficiencies of
the program. Some of these were ac-
cepted in the Senate, over the opposi-
tion of the leadership, but later were de-
leted in conference, when the State De-
partment and AID officials rushed up
and said they would ruin the program.

In the past 3 weeks, under the lead-
ership of the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the first
serious attempts to debate and to reform
were made, and they were successful.
They did not go quite as far as they
might have, because some of the pro-
posals submitted by the Senator from
Oregon and some of the proposals sub-
mitted by me were not accepted, al-
though some of them came close to be-
ing accepted, and thus showed that there
is widespread dissatisfaction with the
way the program has been administered.

The amendments which have been
adopted are most desirable, but I con-
sider them only a beginning.

I hope that with the leadership the
Senator from Oregon has demonstrated
and with the clear indications of con-
gressional leadership during the debate
and in connection with the action taken
on the amendments, we shall have a bet-
ter program.

I believe we shall have a better pro-
gram next year; but we must constantly
be vigilant to be sure that the agencies
involved carry out the intent of Con-
gress. I believe it would be very objec-
tionable if some of the activities now ad-
ministered by the AID agency were to be
transferred to the Army or to other Gov-
ernment agencies, and thus be concealed.
Congress must retain control of the pro-
gram.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alaska yield?

Mr. GRUENING, I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I am glad the Senator
from Alaska has made that statement,
because that matter will be the subject
of one of the great debates next year, in-
asmuch as the maneuver now being at-
tempted is to turn the military aid pro-
gram over to the Pentagon. The great
issue is, How much longer are we going
to let the Pentagon determine so much
of our foreign policy?

The State Department is really a split
entity, these days, because much of our
foreign aid is, in fact and in effect, being
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determined by the Pentagon, not by the
State Department. If we let the Penta-
gon get its hands on militiary aid—
which is inseperable from U.S. foreign
policy—we shall be in for very serious
trouble,

Bad as the State Department is at the
present time, we must require it to ad-
minister all foreign policy, and not per-
mit it to divide its obligations and duties
with the Pentagon.

Mr, GRUENING. Mr. President, I am
glad the Senator from Oregon supports
my view—which I know he has held—
that Congress must retain control of,
or must continue its efforts to control,
the foreign aid program. At this ses-
sion, that has been done for the first
time; and of course that requires main-
taining supervision over the military part
of the program.

In connection with the next foreign
aid bill, we must also be sure that the
lending functions are continued by U.S.
agencies, not turned over to international
agencies over which Congress would have
no real control. So if a move is made to
stop development loans as a part of the
program over which Congress will have
jurisdiction, I warn that such an at-
tempt must be stopped, because if it were
to be successful, we would lose complete
control over that part of the program.
Such functions should not be turned
over to international lending agencies,
which already have an important part
in the program; but all lending func-
tions now under the foreign aid program
should be maintained there, where they
will be under the vigilant and alert eye
of Congress. I hope that will be done.

I made a study, for the Government
Operations Committee, of the programs
in 10 countries in the Middle East. In
the case of two of them, I found the pro-
gram was well carried out and was pur-
poseful, and that there was a clear un-
derstanding of what was to be accom-
plished. In those cases I recommended
that the program be both continued and
increased. I make this statement be-
cause in the past it has been assumed
that anyone who was at all critical of
the foreign aid program was opposed to
foreign aid. However, that is not the
case. I shall support the foreign aid
program whenever I can, when it is sound
and reasonably and effectively admin-
istered, and not only does not squander
millions and billions of U.S. taxpayers’
dollars, but ' actually produces results
which are effective in connection with
our national plans and purposes.

But the aid we have given Sukarno is
a positive scandal and is disgraceful.
‘We have built up a Frankenstein monster
in the Far East; and we have done much
the same in the Middle East, with Nasser.

I am hopeful that the amendments the
Senate has adopted, which will stop the
giving of our aid to aggressors, and par-
ticularly to Indonesia, in connection with
the foreign aid program, will be carried
out and administered rigidly and cor-
rectly by the administration.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE EXECU-
TIVE AND LEGISLATIVE BRANCHES

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in the
Washington Post of November 11 there

November 15

was published an article, written by the
columnists Rowland Evans and Robert
Novak. The article, entitled “The Sen-
ate's Scandal,” is clearly both cruel and
unfair. For one thing, the article in-
cludes the following statement:

Kindly, well-meaning Senator Mike MaNs-
F1ELDp, of Montana, has been a tragic mis-
take as majority leader.

The article contains other statements
along the same line; and they would
cause a reader—if he did not know the
facts—to gain the impression that an
incipient revolt is developing among the
members of the Democratic Party in
the Senate against the so-called poor
leadership of the Senator from Montana.
But I believe the article completely
misses the point, which is that there is
nothing wrong with the leadership in the
Senate, but there is a great deal of trou-
ble with the leadership in the White
House.

In this connection, I invite attention
to another article which is in somewhat
the same category, insofar as unadjusti-
fied criticism of the Senate leadership is
concerned. This article was written by
Doris Fleeson, and was published in the
Washington Star of November 13,

In an article written by David Law-
rence, and published on the same date in
the Washington Star, the following con-
clusion is drawn: “that the people o: this
country, through their congressional
representatives, disapprove of the legis-
lative program proposed by the Demo-
cratic Party’s national leader and want
a change in leadership.”

I believe Mr. Lawrence has more cor-
rectly called attention to the real prob-
lem. The leadership in the White House
has been lucky to have had a majority
leader in the Senate such as the Senator
from Montana [Mr, MansrFieLpl, and is
lucky to have gotten what it received
during the first 2 years—the honeymoon
years—of the New Frontier, and should
not be at all surprised to find that the
honeymoon is over now that the people
back home have begun to realize what
has been hitting them and what will hit
them for some years to come, as a result
of the billion dollar deficit spending pro-
grams which have been requested by the
White House.

Although I have opposed some of them,
I think recognition should be given to
the fact that the majority leader; the
Senator from Montana [Mr, MANSFIELD],
has been a “good soldier,” and has done
a rather effective job of getting through
the Senate the spending programs that
really count.

There has been considerable criticism
of Congress. I, for one, do not object to
a certain amount of criticism, if criticism
is due. But too many persons who are
too ready and willing to snipe at Con-
gress apparently do not realize that
there are three branches of the Federal
Government—the executive, the legisla-
tive, and the judicial. Some of them
recognize that there is a judicial branch
when the Supreme Court hands down a
decision involving the recital of prayers
in the public schools. But as between
the executive branch and the legislative
branch, I fear there are too many people
who are too much impressed by the
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Madison Avenue techniques utilized in
statements coming out of the White
House, as a result of which they over-
look the shortcomings there.

The volume of White House-sponsored
measures submitted in the last 215 years,
all carrying the label of “urgent,” has
been multitudinous. It has been beyond
the capacity of any Congress to digest,
much less the ability of the people of the
United States to pay for.

There was no mandate from the peo-
ple for such a program. President Ken-
nedy was elected by less than 50 percent
of the votes of the people who voted in
1960, For some strange reason or other,
some of his advisers seemed to conclude
that there was a mandate from the peo-
ple for an overwhelming deluge of vast
new Federal spending programs and in-
creases in existing programs. There
was no such mandate at all. Members
of Congress are more directly connected
with the feelings of the people in their
districts and States; and they know that
the people have had too much already.
It took them 215 years to wake up to
what is hitting them.

I have been pointing out that if we
merely consider the inflation that the
sum of $21 billion of deficit spending
since January 1, 1961, has produced,
which amounts to about $19.5 billion,
and apply it to the people throughout
the United States in terms of sales taxes,
Senators will find that their people in
the various States have been hit by sales
taxes and indirect sales taxes ranging
all the way from 2 to 4!% percent.

People wonder why the cost of gro-
ceries, the cost of housing, the cost of
building new schools, and the cost of
State and local government are going up.
They can look to the New Frontier for
the answer, and particularly to Members
of Congress who have engaged in spend-
ing billions of dollars more than we take
in. I do not think it should be over-
looked that the White House has been
part and parcel of the entire operation.
The White House would have taken
more if Congress would have given it
more.

Let us face the fact that it takes peo-
ple a while to realize what is hitting
them. It has now taken them about
215 years; and we trust that by the elec-
tion a year from now quite a few mil-
lion more will be realizing what has hit
them and will vote accordingly.

An article by the distinguished col-
umnist, William White, appeared in the
Washington Evening Star on November
11. The article is entitled “Congress
Needs Defenders.,”” Mr. White expressed
concern over the fact that there have
not been enough Members of the legis-
lative branch of the Government speak-
ing out in defense of some of the
criticisms that have been thrown at
Congress, particularly this year, and sug-
gested that there ought to be more de-
fense of Congress,

I should like to say that I have done
my share of pointing out where Congress
is to blame and pointing out where the
White House is to blame. I have done
my share of defending Congress as an
independent legislative branch of the
Government.
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One of my great disappointments since
I have been Senator has been to see the
Senate, which historically has existed as
a great independent legislative body of
our Federal Government, degenerate
pretty much into a rubberstamp Senate.
There have been a few exceptions. The
Senate’s rejection, on a procedural point,
of the Department’s ill-devised, ill-con-
ceived, poorly presented, and highly par-
tisanly presented urban affairs proposal,
the Senate’s rejection of the unfair
Kennedy medicare proposal, known as
the King-Anderson bill, which was at-
tempted by way of an amendment a year
ago, and now the Senate’s treatment of
the foreign aid bill, are about the only
three exceptions during the last nearly
3 years in which the Senate has really
existed as an independent legislative
branch of the Federal Government.

The Senate and the House are to be
criticized for not adhering a little more
closely to the traditional separation of
powers. I am ready, willing, and able
to criticize those bodies for not doing so.
I am also ready, willing, and able to
criticize some of the rules which I con-
sider obsolete for effective management
of our legislative business. I have not
been around here long that I have
become so enamored with every type of
rule that we have as to think that no
rule can be changed or abolished. Some
rules are desirable. It is desirable to
have a brake in the form of a better than
50-percent vote for clofure. There was
quite an argument on that question early
this year. Some Senators said that 51
Senators ought to be enough to choke
off debate. Some said that it should re-
quire two-thirds of the Senators present
and voting to choke off debate. That is
the present rule. Some said it ought to
be three-fifths, or 60 Senators. All kinds
of combinations were proposed.

The point was made by the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HumMpHREY] that
more than half the Senators thought
there ought to be some change in the
rules. We never could agree on what
the rules changes should be. I had my
own little plan. I said that I favored
a three-fifths rule, provided at least a
majority of Members of both parties
were included in that three-fifths. Iam
not about to submit to a change in the
rules to permit a Senate composed of 67
Democrats and 33 Republicans to have
debate choked off by a vote of 60 Demo-
crats. If 60 Senators, composed of a
majority of the Democrats and a ma-
jority of the Republicans, desire cloture,
that is satisfactory. But to think of
choking off debate by a vote of all the
Members of one party is to me something
that would violate the traditional protec-
tion of minority rights which the Senate
stands for.

I am not in favor of some of the pro-
posed rule changes in respect to cloture,
but I do favor a change along the lines
I have mentioned.

There is the rule of germaneness which
the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasTorE] and many others,
including myself, have sought to change.
The proposal is on the calendar.
Whether it will ever be called up remains
to be seen. It is a sensible rule. It

21939

would provide that during the first 3
hours of debate in the afternoon the dis-
cussion must be on the subject that is
pending. After that a Senator could
talk about anything. We do not have
such a rule. As a result, with the Mundt
amendment now pending, discussion
could take place on almost any subject.
What I am now saying has nothing to do
with the pending business, nor has much
of what has been already said this after-
noon. That rule should be changed. I
believe that the resolution proposed by
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastore]l] and other Senators would
greatly speed up the legislative process
in the Senate, because if the Pastore
proposal were now in effect, we would be
about finished with the amendment, and
we would probably be through the foreign
aid bill by 3 o’clock. Then if any Sen-
ator wished to talk about anything else,
he could remain here and do so. That
is a change that should be made.

Of course, there is the perennial ques-
tion of whether there should be a Joint
Committee on the Budget. For the past
2 or 3 years the able Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. McCrLeELLaN] and approx-
imately 60 other Senators, including my-
self, have cosponsored a bill which has
passed the Senate unanimously. It has
gone to the House, and there it has never
seen the light of day. That bill would
provide for the creation of a Joint Com-
mittee on the Budget. There is a Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue to take
care of the finance side of things, and it
works very well. When we are dealing
with subjects as complicated as rev-
enues, taxes, and tariffs, we need a thor-
oughly competent staff, and we need a
harmonious working group of Senators
and Representatives.

So those have come along pretty well
in the area of tax legislation. But when
it comes to spending, we really have
trouble because there is no organization
in the legislative branch that can possi-
bly cope with the Bureau of the Budget,
in the executive branch. On taxes, we
have the Joint Committee on Internal
Revenue, which can hold its own in ana-
lyzing the proposals of the Treasury De-
partment; but we have no control over
the Bureau of the Budget. It is about
time we had a little control over our
budget. It is about time to start putting
our revenues and spending into balance.

Although I know there are some econ-
omists who believe it is sophisticated to
have inflation as a means to achieve
prosperity, the fact remains that the
great bulk of the American people be-
lieve—thank goodness—in the “Puritan
ethic” toward which Dr. Heller, the
Chairman of the President’s Council of
Economic Advisers has such a disdain-
ful attitude. But these are changes that
should be made, and until they are made
I shall be ready, willing and able to crit-
icize the legislative branch, of which I
am a Member.

Let us get a proper perspective of the
situation, as far as what has been going
on this year is concerned. Let us recog-
nize that Members of Congress are fair-
1y close to the people back home. They
are closer than the President of the
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United States. They know when the peo-
ple are beginning to be disturbed. They
know that if they do not acquiesce to a
reasonable extent in the people’s con-
cern, either by voting the way the people
want them to vote or by being able to
persuade the people to change their
minds, they will not be reelected to Con-
£Tess.

I have supported the foreign aid bill
for each of the past 2 years. I shall
have something to say about the bill be-
fore final passage, which we hope will
come today. I propose to support the
foreign aid bill this year.

I have received a good amount of cor-
respondence from people indicating their
great disaffection with the foreign aid
program. I do not have many letters
saying “‘chop off foreign aid altogether,”
although all of us have received some of
those. Most people, I believe, are con-
vinced that foreign aid is a proper part
of our national policy. They want to see
a dollar’s value for a dollar spent. I do
not believe that we in Congress have been
doing as good a job on that point as we
should have done. We are to be criti-
cized for this; but when we start to do
a job, the criticism should not be leveled
at us but should be leveled at those who
have brought this situation upon the
Congress; namely, the administrators
and those who have been asking for it,
and that includes the President of the
United States. All the talk in the past
few days about the shortsightedness of
Congress—and particularly the Senate—
in chopping down the amounts of foreign
ald is falling on deaf ears back home.
I believe most people are beginning to
say, “Thank goodness, Congress finally is
starting to exercise its prerogative of
serving as a true check and a true bal-
ance on the executive branch.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the articles to which I have
referred may be printed in the REcorp
at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered fo be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 11, 1963]
THE SENATE'S SCANDAL

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

The real scandal of the Senate isn't the
Bobby Baker case or the ethical code of Sena-
tors. It's the Senate’s ever-widening leader-
ship void.

What Connecticut’s Senator Tromas Donp
dared blurt out on the Senate floor last week,
other Benators have been whispering in the
cloakrooms for months. Kindly, well-mean-
ing Senator MIKE MANSFIELD, of Montana,
has been a tragic mistake as majority leader.

The all-year session of Congress won't pro-
duce either the tax bill or the civil rights
bill. Appropriations bills that should have
been passed last summer may actually be car-
ried into 1964, throwing Federal agencies into
utter confusion. And although the Senate
is considerably more liberal than the House,
it has become the real stumbling block for
the Kennedy program.

Much of the blame rests with MANSFIELD'S
unique theories of leadership, He sees the
majority leader as an administrator, neither
prying into individual Senators' views nor
trying to change them.

Accordingly, when MaNsFIELD replaced
Lynpon B. JorEnson as Democratic leader in
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1961, he began to dismantle the elaborate
intelligence and persuasion machinery con-
structed by Jorwnson. The once formidable
stafl of the majority leader shrunk to a piti-
ful handful.

Moreover, MaNsrFiELD’'s theory fed upon
itself. As his sightless and volceless opera-
tion predictably gave birth to disorderly
flascoes in the Benate, he Increasingly with-
drew within himseilf.

MaNSFIELD Is now nearly isolated. He has
regular contact only with two or three con-
servative Senators (who have little interest
in promoting the Kennedy program). There
is almost no communication between Maws-
FIELD and Minnesota's HuBerRT HUMPHREY,
the assistant majority leader.

In his isolation, MaNsFIELD got the current
foreign aid debate off to a bad start by pro-
posing a cut In funds without consulting
key members of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee. He has not conferred with Ari-
zona's Senator CarL HAYDEN, chalrman of the
Appropriations Committee, about the critical
slowdown in money bills. He mistakenly got
the impression that Virginia's Senator Harry
F. Byep, chairman of the Finance Committee,
had agreed to finish action on the tax cut
bill within 6 weeks (when BYRD really had no
such intention).

Worse yet is the way MANSFIELD'S over-
courteous attention to the wishes of other
Senators glves de facto control of the Senate
to any Member who wants to impose his own
schedule on his colleagues. That often turns
out to be WayNE Morsg, of Oregon.

Though blessed with a 2-to-1 Democratic
majority, MANSFIELD defers repeatedly to Re-
publican wishes—an attitude which helps
make Minority Leader EvererT McEINLEY
DmxseN, of Illinois, the most powerful man
in the Senate today (and one of MANSFIELD’S
ardent admirers).

The confusion is compounded by the fall
of Bobby Baker, who as the Senate majority's
secretary often was MANSFIELD'S only link
to reality and the rest of the Senators.

Rank-and-file Democratic Senators reveled
in their new-found freedom when MANSFIELD
first replaced JoHNsoN, but their smiles
faded long ago.

They also yearn for a little old-fashioned
partisanship. When MawsFieLD lauded Re-
publican Benator JoEN WiLiAMs, of Dela-
ware, for exposing detalls of the Baker case,
two Democrats silently stalked off the floor
in disgust.

But this doesn’t mean a plot to dethrone
MANSFIELD is in the making. That’s not the
way of the world’s most exclusive club.

[From the Evening Star, Nov. 13, 1963]

CreePING ENNUI 1IN CONGRESS—LACK OF
ACCOMPLISHMENT Sam To MaxE MEMBERS
FeeL CrITICISM MORE

(By Doris Fleeson)

The Congress ls experiencing something
to which it is not accustomed, and that is
just plain boredom.

It is on the defensive more than usual, but
criticism is par for the course, and Members
are adjusted to it. They ride out attacks
and even scandal with considerable indif-
ference, provided they feel they are accom-
plishing something.

But it is mid-November, and they are
marking time on the annual appropriations
chores and dawdling over what was, at the
start, mostly leftover programs. The result
is creeping ennuil which is expressing itself
in the remarkable outbreak of personalities
in the Senate and frequently a reckless in-
difference to the consequences of the Mem-
bers’ own acts.

Benator Dopp, Connecticut Democrat, apol-
ogized rather comically for breaking the club
rules with attacks on his own and the Re-
publican leadership. Yet out of the result-
ing coze emerges a clear notion of the com-

November 15

plaint heard in ever-rising volume. The
complaint comes from moderates as well as
liberals, and even some experienced conserv-
atives acknowledge misgivings that the “ins"
of both parties will eventually suffer at the
polls.

The complaint is itself a paradox. It
amounts simply to a cry for leadership. Re-
minders that strong leadership from the
President and party leaders is always re-
slsted with cries of “dictator” are brushed
aside. It would appear that what is wanted
is at least an appearance of conviction and
struggle.

Congress misses those impatient men who
breathed down their necks and demanded
“hurry, hurry, bhurry.” A veteran moderate
who has served in House and Senate voices
the pervading lament in these terms:

“The President is working hard, but he
does not make us feel that he cares intensely,
and we must care, too. Sure, the public
likes him and his family and he will get by
next year, but what about us? We are tak-
ing the rap for his desire to get on with
everybody.

“Even the calendar is turned against us
by our own leaders. They are so eager to
please us as Individuals they make it next to
impossible for us to function as a legisla-
tive body. We anticipate a vote and then
learn that MansFiELD has promised we will
not have it for a week so some Members can
go home. We are repeatedly in session when
a private promise means nothing can hap-
pen.”

A Democratic Senator who doggedly re-
sisted the then majority leader, Lympon
JoHNSON, at some cost to himself, still says
that Jomwnson was imperious, unfair and
11;';-11;.5rad favorites but adds: “I wish I had him

ack.”

The situation on the Hill raises the old
question of the President’s commitment to
his ideal of a strong Presidency and to his
program. His aids are already in print with
explanations of the limits of his power, and
1t is hard to discern even now any real dent
in the complacency of the executive branch.
THE PRESIDENT AND His PARTY—DEMOCRATS

CONTROLLING CONGRESS CALLED UNWILLING

To ENACT LEADER'S PROGRAM

(By David Lawrence)

President Kennedy would be overwhelm-
ingly defeated if the presidential election
were held today and the standards of judg-
ment and the system prevailing in other
English-speaking democracies—such as Can-
ada or Great Britain—were applied.

For the Democratic Party, which holds 67
percent of the membership of the Senate and
almost 60 percent of the House of Repre-
sentatives, has failed after more than 10
months of continuous sessions to pass the
legislative program proposed by its titular
leader, President Eennedy.

The truth is the chosen representatives of
the Democratic Party have been unwilling to
use their clear majority of votes to adopt the
recommendations of the President, either be-
cause the voters of the country do not ap-
prove or because the legislators have them-
selves mistakenly interpreted the wishes of
the people.

When a party in power under the parlia-
mentary system falls, it is customary for the
Nation to turn that party out of power in
an election called whenever the voters really
demand it. Under the American system, there
is no such way to fix responsibility. It can-
not be determined immediately whether the
President is at fault for having falled to ex-
ercise effective leadership within his party.
Nor can it be determined for 2 years after
an election whether Congress has really been
heeding the volices of the citizens in disap-
proval of the President's policlies or whether
the Democrats in Congress have misconstrued
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the wishes of the people in holding up many
of the measures proposed by the executive
branch of the Government.

It has often been argued that, in the United
States, a President who cannot control his
own party in Congress can look to the opposi-
tion party to gain enough votes so that a co-
alition will form a majority and adopt his
program. But the fact is that an unorganized
coalition of Republicans and Democrats in
both Houses of Congress has actually
emerged on several controversial questions
as an opposition majority to block the pas-
sage or demand substantial changes in pend-
ing measures before they can even be con-
sidered for passage.

The Democratic Party in Congress today,
moreover, not only possesses a clear majority
but controls every committee in both Houses.
In committees, too, a combination of two
parties can block action and actually is doing
80 today In many instances. So, for all prac-
tical purposes, the coalition majority is, in
effect, repudiating the policies of the Demo-
cratic Party leader—Fresident Eennedy.

In other countries, this repudiation would
be accepted as sufficlent reason for asking
the country by its votes to decide at once
whether a new prime minister should be
chosen from the opposition party or whether
the existing majority party should be given
& vote of confidence and permitted to keep
its leader or select a new one from its own
party. Thus, the people do the deciding, and
they hold the incumbent party or its leader
responsible,

Today in the United States, however, the
Natlon has no clear idea of who is responsible
for the stalemate in Government. The con-
cept of Presidential leadership is fuzzy. The
talk in the press is that President Eennedy
is popular, and the public opinion polls are
cited to support the idea, But a foreign ob-
server would ask how a President can be
popular if he cannot command a majority
in the National Legislature.

In off-year elections, when the names of
the presidential nominees aré not on the
ballot, a clear-cut example of a mandate
is rarely furnished by the electorate. Indeed,
in the November 1962, congressional elections
there were more Republican than Democratic
votes cast in the regions outside the solid
South, but the Democratic Party neverthe-
less furnished enough Members to make vir-
tually a two-thirds majority. Yet every-
body knew that southern Congressmen don't
agree with the administration’s viewpoint.

When, however, the Democrats retained
their majorities in both Houses of Congress
in the national election in 1862, this was
hailed by Mr. Eennedy's supporters as a vie-
tory for him. Yet today—12 months later—
the Democratic Party has failed to get the
support of its majority in both Houses to
pass the legislation the President has de-
manded. The conclusion is that the people
of this country, through their congressional
representatives, disapprove of the legislative
program proposed by the Democratic Party's
national leader and want a change in leader-
ship.

CoNGRESS NEEDS DEFENDERS
(By William S. White)

What's the matter with Congress, and es-
pecially the Senate, and why isn't it doing
more?

There are several answers, The sesslon
has been far too long, the President having
asked far too much, and it looks as if the
present Congress will still be sitting here
struggling with old problems when the new
Congress is called to assemble next January.
Members therefore are tired and irritable—
and unduly afraid of a bitter and sustalned
attack on Congress, as an institution, that
is not being met by Congress itself with cour-
age or commonsense.
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This strictly bipartisan assault comes from
an odd collection. There are political theo-
rists who believe both the Senate and House
are mere horse-and-buggy nuisances which
should be retired to some dusty national
museum while the White House—so long as
they like its current occupant—runs all the
show. There are violently pro-Kennedy men
who think anything the President proposes
is unarguably good and thus that any con-
gressional resistance, or even delay in meet-
ing his demands, is unarguably obstructive
and evil,

There are other well-intentioned people
who, through long brainwashing, have come
to believe that congressional performance is
to be measured like industria’ production or
the sales rate of liverwurst at the supermar-
ket. So many thingajimmies off the assem-
bly line this month; so many packets of
sausage across the supermarket counter.

OVERLOOKED OBLIGATION

In many minds the sole standard of con-
gressional achlevement has come to be how
many bills have been passed in what period.
This extraordinary foolishness wholly over-
looks the fact that negative inaction on un-
wise proposals is quite as important as posi-
tive action on wise proposals—and also hap-
pens to be the constitutional obligation of
an independent constitutional body called
Congress. 5

And, finally and most important, there is'a
highly articulate splinter group within Con-
gress itself which for 2 years has been mak-
ing its own wild attacks on the very con-
stitutional body to which it asked to be
elected.

These fellows in nearly every case are dis-
gruntled legislative failures in a forum where
their political abilities fall short of their am-
bitions. Unable to impress their colleagues,
they look about for the reason. Invariably,
they find that reason not within themselves
but within the shortcomings of Congress it-
self. It is archalc. Its rules are backward-
looking. It meeds vast, if somewhat am-
biguous, reforms. It is run by some sinister
establishment.

They are like second-rate ballplayers who
blame everything in sight—the manager, the
umpire, thelr assoclates, the rules—for their
embarrassing inability to hit more than .150.
In sports, nobody is fooled by such fellows.
Sour grapes, in ordinary life, are sour grapes,
and a few need a degree in advanced horti-
culture to know them for what they are.

When, however, attacks upon the institu-
tion of Congress come from among presum-
ably responsible members themselves, they
stir the interest of the outside citizen and,
finally, his support. Quite understandably,
he cannot believe that men elected to Con-
gress would demean it without cause. After
all, this is no Friday night ball game and
beer and hotdog romp.

NOT ALWAYS WRONG

Nevertheless, Congress generally not only
has failed to answer these attacks from with-
in. Worse, too many Members who know
better give shamefaced and crawling coun-
tenance to them, lest they be branded as not
“modern"” enough. To cite a notable ex-
ample, Senator CLARK, of Pennsylvania, has
made a positive career of denouncing the
Senate In which he sits, and of complaining
in private of the better committee assign-
ments unaccountably given to others, with-
out once being challenged on the center of
his philosophy.

But when a good man of Congress like Sen-
ator Dopp, of Connecticut, blows up in mo-
mentary frustration to criticize not Congress
but simply some leader or leaders of it, the
roof falls in upon him. What Congress needs
is to pull up its socks and defend itself as
part of the constitutional structure of this
country. It is often wrong and it has all
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the human shortcomings of 2 human assem-
bly. But it is surely not always wrong.
And in defending its constitutional inde-
pendence it can never, never be wrong.

LASER RAY AS AN ANTIMISSILE
DEVICE

Mr. MILLER. Mr, President, the
Sioux City, Iowa, Journal, on September
29 published an intriguing article on
the potential of a fantastic experiment
which it said could “easily tip the world
balance of power.” If this weapon, bet-
ter known as the laser ray—light am-
plification by means of stimulated emis-
sion of radiation—could be developed as
an antimissile device, it could well be
a fruitful and giant step toward the
peace all of us desire. But the question
is: Will we or the Russians develop it
first? It is a matter of major importance
to all of us.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle, “United States Bets Billion on
Laser Ray To Become Missile Killer
Beam,” may be printed in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

UNITED STATES BETS BILLION ON LASER RAY
To BecoME MissiLe KILLER BEAM
(By John Woodfield)

BarnTiMore.—Somewhere in outer space,
an intercontinental ballistic missile streaks
for its target.

Suddenly, from a satellite orbiting the
earth, a tiny beam mno larger in diameter
than a plece of thread, is trained on the
ICBM. The missile shudders, jerks erratical-
ly, then plunges harmlessly into the ocean.

Although it sounds like something out of
a comlie strip, such a beam soon may become
a reality. So much faith does the U.B. Gov-
ernment have in it, that 1 billion in con-
tracts for its research and development al-
ready has been let.

CUT THROUGH DIAMONDS

Enown as lasers (light amplification by
means of simulated emission of radiation),
laboratory models already have hinted at the
tremendous source of untapped energy by
cutting through diamonds and battleship
steel in seconds.

Discovered less than 3 years ago, in 1960,
lasers are coherent light beams—light beams
all of one wave length. Because the beams
are of the same wave length they do not
dissipate as does incoherent light. Thus,
laser beams are many times brighter and
hotter than the center of the sun.

Belentists already have discovered many
fields in which lasers can work effectively,
but the Government is most concerned at
the moment with their use as antimissile
weapons. Such a weapon could easily tip
the world balance of power, and it is com-
mon knowledge that Russia is working along
the same lines.

Because lasers, like other light rays, have
difficulty plercing fog, their use as a defense
against missiles would have to be from sat-
ellites orbiting the earth. This would elim-
inate the problem of cloud reflection present
in the earth’s atmosphere.

SIMPLE DEVICE

The laser itself is a rather simple device.

It consists of a core or rod around which
is wrapped a spiral flash lamp similar to
those used in taking pictures. As the lamp is
flashed, the light excites the chromium
atoms in the core, and they move farther
away from their nuclei. As the atoms drop
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back into their normal orbits, they give off
powerful bursts of pure light.

The core of the laser usually is a tiny,
synthetie ruby red, silvered at one end to
force the manufactured light through the
other. Varlous types of gases also can be
used as the core of a laser.

Researchers across the Nation are working
around the clock to develop lasers for mili-
tary use.

Westinghouse defense center in Baltimore,
like many other firms, is working on the proj-
ect. And, like other companles, it is pour-
ing its own funds into the race as well as
government money. This year alone, West-
inghouse has allocated $5 million of its own
money for laser research—probably the
greatest single effort of any firm in the coun-
try.

MESSAGE CARRIER?

Among other things, Westinghouse is at-
tempting to send messages via laser beams.

Because lasers have much shorter wave
lengths than radio beams, many more mes-
sages could be sent on each beam. The-
oretically, one laser beam could carry as
many messages as all the radio frequencies
in the world currently in use.

The difficulty lies in breaking or modulat-
ing the laser beams to carry messages or
possibly producing sidebands which would
serve as information carriers.

Laser communication also hag military ap-
plication because the beam can carry a mes-
sage without detection unless the beam is
interrupted.

In the case of radio, the message is radi-
ated in all directions from a transmitter.
Anyone within the circle of effective radio
range can tune in the frequency if he has
the proper type receiver.

Using a laser, however, all the energy is
concentrated and focused on one point.
Since the beam is flashed only for a few mil-
lionths of a second, it is virtually jamproof,
since it must be blocked or intercepted with
a physical obstruction between the source
and the target.

Power requirements are fantastically low-
ered through the use of laser, since it re-
quires only one millionth of the power to
achieve the same results as radio equipment
with the same output.

Radar applications of laser could provide
better range and accuracy than present tech-
niques.

USED IN SURGERY

Linked to a telescope, the laser could be
sighted like a rifle, The beam following the
line of sight of the scope could direct a mis-
slle to a target with a minimum of risk to
personnel in the field.

Because of their tremendous heat and
energy, laser beams already have been used
effectively in eye surgery to weld detached
optic nerves to the retina. Since the beam
can be almed directly through the pupil
of the eye, the need for many surgical eye
operations is eliminated.

DEMANDS WHICH SHOULD BE
MADE OF THE SOVIET UNION

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, Col-
umnist John Chamberlain, writing in
the Cedar Rapids, Iowa, Gazette, has
thought-provoking comments on what
the United States should demand in fu-
ture dealings with Russia.

He points out, in one comment, the
fears many of us have expressed:

However, if the test ban merely recog-
nizes the fact of a mutual atomic check-
mate, it exposes the United States to all
manners of psychological dangers. We are
already hearing that there must be a further
relaxation of tensions.
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He goes on to warn that this is a
time of what he terms “incipient eupho-
ria.” He then outlines what he feels we
should do to formulate a policy of iron
hardness in future dealings with the
Soviets,

I believe those points are well taken
and should be read by everyone.

I ask unanimous consent that the
article, entitled “Things We Should
Demand in Future Dealings with Rus-
sia,” may be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows: ;

TaHINGS WE SHOULD DEMAND 1IN FUTURE

Deavings WiTH RUssia

(By John Chamberlain)

The test ban treaty is mow part of our
world, and taken by itself I persist in
thinking it a desirable thing. The chance
that Russia might, in the absence of further
atmospheric testing, beat us to producing
an effective antimissile missile or & means
of jamming military communications sys-
tems on a continental and oceanic scale
seems really remote. This may testify to
my technological innocence, but I haven't
seen anything yet that would indicate that
either side is on the trail of either the abso-
Iute nuclear weapon or the absolute anti-
weapon.

Furthermore, it is not in the cards that
the United States and the Soviet Union
will ever fight an atomic war no matter
what is done in the realm of further test-
ing. At atomic struggle would bring two
sets of “overkill” into action—and the peo-
ples who live at the ends of the earth, far
away from what would become the smoking
and poisoned shambles of the east Euro-
pean “heartland” and the North American
Continent, would live to capitalize on the
disappearance of two monster world powers.

Assuming there is an iota of self-interest
in Soviet Russia and in the United States,
neither Ehrushchev nor John F. Kennedy
will ever press a button that would effective-
1y hand the world over to the Red Chinese.

However, if the test ban merely recog-
nizes the fact of a mutual atomic check-
mate, it exposes the United States to all man-
ner of psychological . We are al-
ready hearing that there must be a further
relaxation of tensions.

The thought of this is alluring, but the
terms are not defined. Tensions, we know
by the example of people in madhouses, can
be relaxed by the cultivation of illusions.

PEACE-LOVING SOUL

Or they can be relaxed on one side by ex-
ploiting the tensions of the other side. The
danger is that the American peace movement,
which has always been softheaded, will
prove strong enough to win the day for a
saftey-through-illusion wvictory.

As a peace-loving soul, I would gladly
have my own political tensions relaxed.
Then I could apply for a pleasant job cover-
ing the New York Mets. However, illusions
have never appealed to me, and I should hate
to lose that tense feeling merely because I
have been put on the receiving end of one of
Khrushchev’s one-two punches.

It seems to me that in this time of in-
cipient euphoria, the diplomacy of our ecoun-
try should take the precaution of becoming
ironhard. It is in short a time for a sched-
ule of “yes-buts.”

Let us make a stab at formulating such a
schedule:

1. Yes, we should take advantage of the
crop failure in the Soviet Union. But if we
are going to sell wheat to Russia we should
get more than gold or dollars in
We might offer a certain amount of wheat
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on condition that free farming, with private
ovmership of acreage, be restored in all the
captive nations of Eastern Europe. We might
offer still more wheat if free farming were
to be restored in Russia itself.

2. Yes, we should have more reciprocal
movement of journalists, tourlsts, students,
artists, athletes, and techniclans across bor-
ders. But we should insist that movement
inside the borders really be free. When Sec-
retary of Agriculture Orville Freeman re-
turned recently from an 18-day trip to the
Soviet Union without having been let in
on the secret that the Russian wheatlands
weren't producing, it was, to put it mildly, a
little ridiculous.

CUBA MISSIONS

3. Yes, we should have a detente on Ber-
lin and Eastern Europe. But in exchange for
recognizing a neutral belt stretching from
the Baltic to the Black Sea, we should insist
that the Berlin wall come down and the Ger-
mans be allowed to unify on thelr own un-
inhibited terms. Moreover, the new East
European neutrals should be permitted the
free elections that were originally promised
in the Yalta deal.

4. Yes, we should be willing to sign a com-
prehensive nonaggression pact with Khru-
shchev. But not until he has taken his
minions out of Cuba, dismantled his fifth
columns everywhere, and denounced the sly
tactic of encouraging indigenous revolutions
under the name of Titolsm.

This is just scratching the surface of the
“yes-buts.” Let's hear from a hundred mil-
lion other “yes-butters” in the United States.
Given a sixth or a seventh crop failure (and
don't think he won’t have it), Khrushchey
must some day be disposed to listen.

SOVIET SEIZURE OF PROFESSOR
BARGHOORN

Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, in con-
nection with the deal with Russia, all of
us are very much aware of the Soviet
seizure of Prof. Frederick C. Barghoorn.
At the time the nuclear test ban
was being considered in the Senate, we
were assured that that was to be the
opening wedge to friendlier relations and
easing of tensions between the West and
Communist countries, particularly the
Soviet Union.

Like most Senators, I voted to approve
the test ban treaty, but I pointed out
that I would go along with the majority
of Senators with the clear understanding
that I wished to see some action on the
part of the Soviet Union which would
bear out the claims of the proponents of
the treaty that such action was an open-
ing to better relations and easing of ten-
sions. I have not seen any evidence of
better relations.

The treaty was hardly signed before
we had more trouble on the autobahn in
East Germany. And now we have heard
of the seizure of Professor Barghoorn on
the trumped-up charge of being a spy.

In today’s issue of the New York Times
there is a lead editorial entitled “Freedom
of Exchange.” It points out that this
seizure could be a deliberate provocation
on the part of the Soviet Union to bring
about an end to the cultural exchange
program, because the Soviets are con-
cerned about their people knowing how
we live in the United States and about
their people seeing our visitors in the
Soviet Union on a cultural exchange pro-
gram.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this editorial printed in the
RECORD. .

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

FREEDOM OF EXCHANGE

President Eennedy stated well yesterday
some of the larger implications of the out-
rageous conduct of the Soviet Government
in the case of Prof. Frederick C. Barghoorn.
It will be simply impossible to carry on any
program of cultural or scholarly exchange
with the Soviet Union if Americans asked to
participate in it must face the risk of arrest
by the secret police and indefinite confine-
ment in a Soviet jail before the American
Embassy is even notified.

The barbaric and unacceptable character
of the Soviet behavior toward Professor Barg-
hoorn is so clear that the suspicion must
arise that this incident is a deliberate prov-
ocation aimed precisely at ending the cul-
tural exchange program. Certainly the So-
viet officials who ordered this action must
have foreseen that it would leave the U.S.
Government no alternative but to call off
the negotiations scheduled to begin next
week for renewal of the agreement on cul-
tural and scholarly exchanges. A motive for
such conduct is apparent in the Soviet lead-
ers’ acknowledged fear of the penetration of
Western ideas among the people of the So-
viet Union. Such maneuvering, aimed at
putting the blame for an end to the ex-
change program upon the United States,
would certainly be in the best Stalinist tradi-
tion.

Another possibility is that the Soviet lead-
ers selzed Professor Barghoorn in the belief
that he could be traded for one or more So-
viet spy suspects now imprisoned In this
country, President Eennedy indicated yes-
terday that if the Soviet action s based on
any such presumption it will not be success-
ful. This is the only possible stand. Any
other policy would make it extremely hazard-
ous for any American citizen without dip-
lomatic immunity to be in the Soviet Union
at any time that the United States arrested
a Boviet spy suspect. Surrender to such
blackmail would only encourage repetition
of such extortion tactics.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (HR. 7885) to amend
further the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, as amended, and for other pur-
pOses.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I
thought it was significant when Presi-
dent Eennedy said yesterday that the
kidnaping deal of the Soviets could
jeopardize the wheat sale program. I
believe that point was fairly well made,
because last evening when the Senate
was considering the Mundt amendment,
it was pointed out that we cannot trust
the Communists, that the promissory
notes which would be given for three-
quarters of the cost of the wheat sales
would not be worth the price of the paper
they were written on. At least, that was
the point made—and I believe very well
made and properly so—by the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. MunpT].

If there are any doubts among Mem-
bers of the Senate regarding the validity
of the statement of the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Muwnprl, let them
be laid at rest. On that very basis, the
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President of the United States said
yesterday that this type of activity by
the Soviets indicates that we cannot
trust them. This is all the more reason
why we had better get cash on the
barrelhead for the wheat.

In connection with the Mundt state-
ment, there has been considerable refer-
ence to the recently authorized sale of
wheat to Russia and other bloc nations.
Assertions have been made that this
will produce some relief to our balance-
of-payments deficit problems.

I believe such assertions are well
founded. We should understand that
the relief will be only partial and tem-
porary.

There have also been some assertions
about savings to the taxpayers which
have appeared to be exaggerated. I am
referring particularly to savings esti-
mates made by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, Orville Freeman.

On November 7 I placed in the RECORD
a letter I had written on October 15 to
the Secretary, inguiring about state-
ments he had made that the proposed
sale of 150 million bushels of wheat to the
Soviet Union and the other bloc nations
would result in savings to the U.S. tax-
payer of about $200 million in storage
and other costs. Isought an explanation
of how this could be accomplished since
the expense for more than 1 billion
bushels in inventory came to only $201
million in fiscal year 1963. I noted that,
as of that date, I had received only a re-
ply from another official in the Depart-
ment stating that he was assembling the
data and would forward it at an early
date. I wondered then why the Depart-
ment did not-have the information read-
ily available in order ta support Secre-
tary Freeman’s statement of savings.

In introducing the letter into the
Recorp, I also referred to an article
which appeared in the Wall Street Jour-
nal of October 15. The article, in noting
Mr. Freeman's $200 million savings esti-
mate, asserted that he “didn’t break
down this estimate, but the Agriculture
Department has estimated the savings
in storage, transportation, and handling
costs would total $225 million during the
current fiscal year and $30 million in
fiscal 1965.”

This Journal statement was borne out
by the Department’s background report
to correspondents on October 10 on “U.S.
Wheat Supply and Distribution.” Let
me quote from page 9 of that report:

In fiscal year 1064, the chief effect on the
Federal budget would be a net reduction of
around $225 million in budget expenditures,
including CCC’s storage, acquisition, and re-
lated costs. The actual costs would depend
on the level of world prices and the conse-
quent amount of export subsidy that would
be required. In the fiscal year 1965, the im-
pact would be to reduce CCC expenditures
for storage and Interest by about $30 mil-
lion as a result of the reduction in CCC
holdings.

This is from one of Mr. Freeman's
Department’s publications.

Mr. President, on November 13, I re-
ceived a direct reply from BSecretary
Freeman. Instead of the savings being
effected in 1 year, as the report indi-
cated, his letter now advises that the
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savings would accrue over a b-year
period. |

It would be next to impossible to effect
savings of $225 million in this fiscal
year—which Mr. Freeman now recog-
nizes—since the wheat probably will not
be moved out until near the end of the
current fiscal year, if it can be moved
out at all by then. Unless he com-
mandeered all the freight cars in the
United States—which is unlikely—that
wheat cannot be moved to the ports in
such time. This means storage costs are
accumulating, interest is mounting, not
to mention the eventual $90 million or
50 in export subsidies which would have
to be added.

But to return to Mr, Freeman’s 5-year
plan of savings. According to his com-
putations, it costs a total of 26.21 cents
a bushel to keep wheat in inventory,
which, multiplying this by the 150 mil-
lion bushels involved in the proposed So-
viet transaction, would result in annual
costs of $39.3 million.

He projected this annual cost over a
5-year period since, he stated, recent
wheat disposition history shows that
wheat acquired in 1963 would remain in
inventory for slightly more than 5 years.
Secretary Freeman wrote:

Based on that hypothesis, the savings on
150 million bushels of wheat that otherwise
would be in CCC holdings would eliminate
carrying charges of $196.5 million over a
5-year perlod—$39.3 million per year—at
26.21 cents per bushel.

I have a feeling, however, that Secre-
tary Freeman is inflating that savings
estimate somewhat, especially since the
Department of Agriculture, in that
background statement to correspondents
alluded to earlier in my remarks, noted
that because “the current U.S. wheat
crop is smaller than overall require-
ments, there is a tight supply of privately
held wheat, and the trade must buy
‘extra’ supplies from the CCC.” In
other words, the trade will be forced to
turn to the Government for wheat in
order to meet its needs; these needs ap-
pear to be great since, according to
USDA compilations, the United States is
the world’s only country with a large and
readily available wheat supply.

And how tight is this supply of pri-
vately held wheat? In its “Wheat Sit-
uation,” also referred to as the “1964
Outlook Issue,” released on September
5—well before any determination of a
United States-Soviet wheat deal—
USDA’'s Economic Research Service
noted the “free” or privately held sup-
ply of old-crop wheat on July 1, 1963,
was about 4 million bushels. A year
earlier, it said, the free carryover was
estimated at 130 million bushels.

Certain other aspects of Mr., Free-
man’s letter disturb me. In computing
the 26.21 cents a bushel—or $39 million
annual savings—he included not only
storage, handling, and interest charges,
but reseal payments and transportation
costs for each year. The reseal pay-
ments, including processing, were figured
at the rate of 1.24 cents a bushel, or a
total of more than $9 million in the
5-year period he used. This is errone-
ous. Reseal payments, of approximately
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$1.89 per bushel, are made only once, and
thereafter the producer receives a stor-
age payment of about 13 cents, the dif-
ference between the two being about
$1.76 a bushel.

It is hard to believe that 150 million
bushels of wheat would be under reseal
for 5 years in light of existing conditions.
According to the Grain Market News,
put out by the Department on October
25, the quantity outstanding under re-
seal loans in 1963 included 39,268,000
bushels of 1962 crop, 7,637,000 bushels of
1961 crop, 12,123,000 bushels of 1960 crop,
and 5,591,000 bushels of 1959 crop, a
total of less than 65 million bushels, a far
cry from the 150 million bushels of wheat
we would be led to believe would remain
under reseal for 5 years. These figures
appear to negate inclusion of reseal
payments.

In addition, it is hard to visualize the
Department incurring transportation
costs of close to $6 million a year for the
same 150 million bushels.

I could agree that it may cost the De-
partment an initial $6 million, but not
the $30 million Secretary Freeman in-
cludes in computing his savings estimate.
Mr. Freeman is not anticipating trans-
porting the grain from one area of the
country to another every year for the
next 5 years, as he apparently did when
he gave me this compilation.

I suggest that Mr. Freeman’'s savings
are exactly what he terms them—a hy-
pothesis, and that the hypothesis is built
on erroneous premises. I recognize that
some savings will be made to taxpayers,
but I dislike to see them exaggerated.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Freeman's letter dated November 12,
1963, relating to savings calculations, be
placed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., November 12, 1963.
Hon. Jack MILLER,
U.8. Senate,
Washingion, D.C.

DeEArR SENATOR Mirper: This is in further
reference to your letter of October 15, 1963,
wherein you requested information concern-
ing the calculation of the reported $200 mil-
lion savings In storage and other costs that
would accrue from a sale of 150 million
bushels of wheat to the Soviet Union and
the satellite bloc.

To compute the $200 million savings, we
used costs recorded In the fiscal year 1962 per
bushel of wheat in inventory on the average
during the year. These costs, in cents per
bushel, are as follows:

Cents

Storage and handling . _________ - 13.53
Transportation ._.__ - 3.08
Reseal payments, e - 124
2 L T RS e S 7.51
PR e e e e 26.21

As you know, wheat Is stored commingled
and, for our inventory accounting purposes,
it is disposed of on a first-in, first-out basis,
Using recent wheat disposition history as a
gulide, wheat acquired in 1963 would remain
in inventory for slightly more than 5 years.
Based on that hypothesis, the savings on 150
million bushels of wheat that otherwise
would be In CCC holdings would ellminate
carrying charges of $196.5 million over a 5-
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year period ($39.3 milllon per year) at 26.21
cents per bushel.
Sincerely yours,
ORVILLE L, FREEMAN,
Secretary.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I am very happy to
vield to the Senator from EKansas.

Mr. CARLSON. The distinguished
Senator from Iowa has made a very
helpful analysis of the savings proposed
to be made by the sale of wheat to Rus-
sia. As one whe favors the sale and who
favored it early, I have been using the
figure of $225 million as a saving, on the
basis of the transaction.

As I understand the Senator from
Iowa, the $225 million figure is arrived at
by spreading it over a 5-year period.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is cor-
rect. Furthermore, it assumes that the
wheat will in fact be held for 5 years
if it is not sold. This is not a first-year
saving. I recall that I first heard about
this subject when I was at home in my
State at the annual State cornpicking
contest. A member of the press asked
for my comments on Mr. Freeman's
statement that the sale of 150 million
bushels of wheat to the Soviet Union
would save the American taxpayers next
vear approximately $200 million. I re-
called that the annual cost of storing
about 1,200 million bushels of wheat
came to about $201 million.

Mr. CARLSON. Normally we hear it
said that our storage costs are about a
million dollars a day, for wheat, corn,
and other commodities. That would be
approximately $365 million a year.

Mr. MILLER. Yes. When only 150
million bushels of wheat are involved, as
against some 1,200 million bushels,
which are in storage, and which cost
only $200 million, how can we have the
same amount attributable to 150 million
bushels of wheat?

At any rate, I decided that the thing
to do was to write to Mr. Freeman and
find out how he arrived at his figures.
Finally I received his letter. I hope he
will make it elear in future publications
on this point that his fizures were based
on a 5-year period of storage.

Furthermore, I hope he will revise the
figure as to the annual transportation
costs, because we are not, I hope, mov-
ing wheat from the elevators in the
State of the Senator from Kansas to
the elevators in Texas, or back and forth
over a 5-year period. If wheat is not, in
fact, stored for 5 years, then of course,
in light of the tightness of the private
trade, it appears that present circum-
stances would indicate that there would
not be anywhere near a 5-year storage
period for the wheat if it were not sold
to the Russians.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, again
I appreciate the information the Senator
from Jowa has given in regard to the fig-
ure of $225 million as a saving, because
the general impression is that that is an
annual saving. The information the
Senator has given is very helpful. As
further proof that it is generally ac-
cepted as an annual saving figure, in
yesterday’s Washington Evening Star,
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the very outstanding financial writer,
Sylvia Porter, published an article en-
titled “Benefits Cited in the Wheat
Sale.”

At the conclusion of the Senator’s
speech I shall ask that the entire article
be printed in the REecorp, but at this
point I should like to read a portion of it,
as follows:

Benefit: The export of this wheat would
allow a cut in our domestic budget spendlng
of around $225 million this fiscal year and of
another #30 million in the next fiscal year.

As one who supports the sale of wheat
to Russia, I say that the Senator has ren-~
dered a real service in pointing out the
facts with regard to the figures furnished
by the Department of Agriculture, I be-
lieve that the country should know ex-
actly what the actual savings are.

Mr. MILLER. I have about finished
my main comments. If the Senator is
so disposed and would like to include in
the Recorp the article to which he has
referred, I have no objection to his do-
ing so.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to insert in the Rec-
orp following the speech by the Senator
from Iowa the article written by Sylvia
Porter entitled “The Benefits Cited in
Wheat Sale,” and a statement I made
about the sale of wheat to Russia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I again
thank the Senator from Kansas. I was
intrigued when I heard him mention the
article written by Sylvia Porter, which
he asked to have printed in the Recorp.

As the Senator knows, I have had some
difficulty with Sylvia Porter with respect
to some of her economic principles. It
is interesting that she has taken the
same figure of $225 million, which Mr.
Freeman and the U.S. Department of
Agriculture have put ouf, without giv-
ing it some scrutiny, which I am sure
she would have been very capable of
doing. I hope that perhaps she will use
this colloquy as a basis for a future arti-
cle on this subject.

At any rate, there will be some sav-
ings to the taxpayers, and I will be the
first to recognize them. I indicated that
if certain things were done, such as a cash
sale, or a sale on short term commercial
credit, perhaps on the basis of 90 days,
at a fair price, in the light of the exist-
ing situation, which sees our allies mak-
ing sales to the Soviet Union, leaving
Uncle Sam holding the wheat sack, and
taking into account our balance of pay-
ment deficit problem, and our desire to
do something in many ways toward im-
proving it, the United States would be
on the plus side as far as this wheat
sale to the Soviet Union is conecerned.

At the same time, that does not mean
that I will not criticize someone when
he tries to create an approving public
opinion by playing up savings to the
taxpayers beyond what they are. Let
us give the American people the facts.
They do not need anything else, They
do not need to have Madison Avenue
window dressing on them. They do not
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have to have exaggerations or half-
truths or mistruths. Give them the
facts, and they will be all right. I am
quite sure that if they are given the
facts they will be able to make a sound
judgment.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. The Senator from
Iowa mentioned the sales that have been
made by other foreign countries to the
Soviet Union. In the statement I placed
in the REcorp as a part of my remarks,
it is interesting to note:

Statistics for 1962 show that West Ger-
many trade agreements with Russia alone
totaled about $700 million, Germany is now
the third largest industrial nation in the
world. Italy has a 4-year trade agreement
with the Soviets for £1.11 billion worth of
goods. France has signed a 3-year trade pact
with Russia for $100 million in trade. India
has a 4-year trade pact with Russia which
provides annual trade of $440 million. Japan
has a 3-year trade pact with Russia that calls
for $3656 million. The United States and
Russian trade last year was $16 million each
way.

It is my contention that we cannot live
in this age, in this period, without world
trade. As I said earlier, I favored the
sale of wheat to the Soviet Union. Not
only that, but I think the time has ar-
rived for us to send out some people with
briefcases, to sell in the world markets.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator
from Kansas for his comment. The fig-
ures he has recited point up the facts of
life. It is all very well to talk in terms
of theories. I am all for theories. But
I think we ought to know where we are
going and why we want to get there.
We have a condition to be concerned
about when we are trying to move toward
our objective. The condition is that we
are not calling the turn on our allies.
I am not sure we could. Even if we
could, I am not sure it would be desirable
to force them to an isolation of the free
world from the Communist world.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Iowa
yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. There
is something more important involved
than in the sale of wheat to Russia. We
must consider our overall military secu-
rity and the effect it would have on the
whole U.S. economy. How would the
sale of wheat to Russia affect the se-
curity or the economy of our country?

Some 10 or 12 years ago the United
States refused to sell wheat to Russia,
so the Russians broke up millions of acres
of new land. Until a drought occurred
the last 2 years, they had become net
exporters of wheat. Now the Russians
are engaged in a program of more
irrigation to inerease wheat production.
That will prove to be rather expensive.
But their other program will succeed;
that is, to pour on fertilizer, as we do.
Also, they are beginning to use more and
more insecticides and herbicides. They
have not been able to purchase this mate-
rial from the United States, but we sell it
to England and other countries, which
in turn resell it to Russia. So it would

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

be easy for Russia to pour on more ferti-
lizer, use more and more insecticides and
herbicides, and thus increase her produc-
tion of wheat and other commodities 20
to 30 percent.

We think we have a good agricultural
production in the United States, but pro-
duction per acre in Japan is probably
twice as much as it is in the United
States. So Russia does not have fo go
far to find new techniques to increase
greatly her agricultural production.

In my opinion, the United States would
be much better off to have Russia de-
pendent on us for a part of her food
needs than to have Russia become self-
sufficient, as Hitler and Mussolini tried
to do for their countries prior to their
engaging in World War II.

Mr. MILLER. I agree with the views
of the Senator from North Dakota.
However, I think we must emphasize
what the President pointed out to the
American people, namely, that we can-
not count on the sale of wheat to Rus-
sia as a basis for future agricultural pro-
grams. We must look upon this trans-
action as a one-shot deal. We can be
quite sure that the Soviet Union and the
Soviet bloc nations will do their utmost
to see to it that they do not have another
crop failure. -

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Iowa
further yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. They
intend to become as nearly self-sufficient
as possible. A nation as big as Russia,
and having as much land as Russia has,
can do so easily.

Mr. MILLER. That is correet. If
this is to be a one-shot deal, as the Sen-
ator from North Dakota has said, we
might as well let Russia spend its money
for our wheat, rather than spend it on
something else, such as bringing more
land into production in the hope that
there will be a good crop next year.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. In the
past 11 years, the United States has
purchased $92 million more in goods
from Russia than Russia has purchased
from us. In other words, Russia has re-
ceived $92 million of our money in the
past 11 years to use in spreading com-
munism throughout the world. Russia
can do much more damage with our
dollars than she can with our wheat.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. President, the New York Times for
today, November 15, has published an
article entitled “Eight Million Dollars of
Wheat Sold to Hungary.” The article
states:

The sale of 100,000 more tons of wheat to
Hungary was disclosed today—

That is, on November 14—

The Commerce Department announced
that it had issued an export license for
the $8 million sale. This price is $400,000
more than was Teceived for 100,000 tons sold
November 8.

That is what caught my eye. Why
should the sale of wheat on November 8
have been for $400,000 less than the
amount for which the same quantity of
wheat sold a week l.ater?
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It makes me wonder about the world
price rule that the President laid down
when he gave to the American people his
conclusions concerning whether the pro-
posed wheat sale should be approved. I
suppose it is this kind of question that
prompted 10 Republican House Mem-
bers to call on President Kennedy to
“reveal and explain” details of the ne-
gotiations on the wheat deal with Rus-
sia. The article states:

They contended that what had been orig-
inally billed as a private trade deal was
becoming a ‘“government-to-government"
transaction.

Also, the Baltimore Sun for today,
November 15, has published an article
entifled “Guidelines on Grain Set.”
The article refers to the guidelines with
respect to the shipments of wheat. It
will be recalled that when the President
gave his approval of the sale of wheat, he
set forth as one of the conditions that the
shipments be made in American-owned
bottoms, if they were available. That
sounded good; but after a while news re-
ports indicated that shipping charges in
American-owned bottoms were higher by
quite a bit than shipping charges in for-
eign-owned bottoms, and that the Soviet
negotiators were not happy about that
and were resisting.

Trial balloons, about which we read so
much in Washington area newspapers,
were sent up. Someone suggested that if
the charges for shipping in American-
owned bottoms were higher than the
charges for shipping in foreign-owned
bottoms, perhaps the American-owned
bottoms were not available within the
context of the President’s conditions,

But the negotiators finally got around
that situation to the point that it appears
that if the exporter can show that he will
ship the wheat 50 percent in American
bottoms, and cut the cost somewhat, such
an arrangement will be satisfactory.

That is another reason why this entire
proposition should be brought into the
open. The American people should
know not only what the President’s con-
ditions were, but how they are being
met. It is fine to tell the people about
conditions; but it is much better to play
fair with them and tell them how he
conditions are being met and interpreted.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the articles from the New York
Times and the Baltimore Sun be printed
at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, Nov. 15,

1963]

EiGHT MILLION DOLLARS OF WHEAT SoLp TO
HuNGarRY—SEcOoND Lot oF 100,000 Towns
GETs $400,000 RAISE 1IN PRICE

(By William M. Blair)

WasHINGTON, November 14 —The sale of
100,000 more tons of wheat to Hungary was
disclosed today.

The Commerce Department announced
that it had issued an export Hcense for the
$8 million sale. This price is $400,000 more
than was received for 100,000 tons sold No-
vember 8. The November 8 deal was the first
sale of wheat to a Soviet-bloe country since
President Kennedy approved sale of farm
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products to Russia and satellite countries
on Qctober 9.

Both sales were made by Cargill, Inc., of
Minneapolis.

The new Hungarian sale came shortly after
President Kennedy told his news conference
that the atmosphere for trade with the So-
viet Union as represented by the wheat deal
had been damaged by the arrest of Prof.
Frederick C. Barghoorn of Yale University
on spy charges.

NEGOTIATIONS STILL ON

There still was no word on private nego-
tiations underway between grain merchants
and a Soviet wheat mission on the direct
sale of $250 million worth of wheat to Rus-
sia. Some official sources expected a deal at
any time, especially now that the Commerce
Department has published its officlal regu-
lations governing the cost of shipping wheat
to Russia,

The regulations issued today followed the
outline disclosed last Friday by Under Secre-
tary of Commerce Franklin D. Roosevelt, Jr.
In effect, they set a ceiling rate of $14 to $18
a ton for wheat shipped to Black SBea and
Baltic ports. These rates still are above
world charter rates, which officials still in-
sisted were rising to close the gap.

BELOW AID SCHEDULE

The rates were established by setting them
20 percent below the schedules for foreign
aid shipments through Public Law 480, the
surplus disposal statute, for 10,000- to
16,600-ton U.S.-flag ships. The 20 percent
lower rates applied to larger ships, mainly
tankers, of 15,600 to 80,000 tons.

Guildeline rates for vessels over 30,000 tons
will be subject to consultation on specific
shipments, the Maritime Administration said.

As worked out with the Russians, U.S.-
flag ships will be used for 50 percent of the
wheat. This is the same division set down
in law for foreign ald shipments.

The maximum “fair and reasonable” rates
established by the Maritime Administration
showed that shipments from North Atlantic
ports to the Odessa on the Black Sea are
£16.56 a ton for winter and $16.10 a ton for
summer. From ports to Odessa the
same rates would be $18.02 a ton for both
seasons.

From North Atlantic ports to Leningrad
on the Baltic Sea the maximum rates are
$14.35 a ton for winter and $13.98 for sum-
mer. The same rates from gulf ports to
Leningrad are $16.21 and $15.97, respectively.

Ten Republican House Members called on
President EKennedy to “reveal and explain”
details of the negotiations on the wheat deal
with Russia, They contended that what had
been originally billed as a private trade deal
was becoming a ‘“government-to-govern-
ment” transaction.

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun,
Nov. 15, 1963]

GUIDELINES ON GRAIN SET—APPLY TO FREIGHT
Ratzs TO IRON CURTAIN COUNTRIES

WasHINGTON, November 14—The Depart-
ment of Commerce today made public its
guidelines on freight rates for the transporta-
tion of wheat and the revised regulations gov-
erning the applications to export agricultural
commodities to Iron Curtain countries.

At the same time, the Department granted
an export license—the second granted—for
the shipment of $8 million worth of U.S,
wheat to Hungary.

Althought a previous export license for
100,000 tons at a cost of $7,600,000, including
transportation, had been issued last weekend,
the company involved was having difficulty
obtaining American-flag ships at the 20-per-
cent cut rate announced last week and pub-
lished today by the Government.
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Owners of the bulk carriers have sald they
need from $20 to $21 per ton as the rate from
the Gulf of Mexico ports to Odessa, compared
to the $18 figure set as the guideline by the
Maritime Administration and the Depart-
ment of Commerce.

BASED ON 1957 COSTS

They have claimed that only ships of 30,-
000 tons and more can afford to operate at
the 818 rate.

The rate out of the east coast ports would
be about $16.

The guidelines released today by the Mari-
time Administration and the Department of
Commerce are based on the 1957 costs, which
the Industry has said are far too low in
comparison with the actual costs of opera-
tion today.

The rates are based on the following
conditions:

Mileage between the port of loading and
port of discharge; loading and trimming ex-
pense, discharge expense,

USE OF U.S. CARRIERS

The regulations today again pointed out
that at least 50 percent of the wheat and
wheat flour will be exported on U.S.-flag ves-
sels. If a U.B. carrier is not available at
reasonable rates, exporters must obtain prior
authorization from the Maritime Adminis-
tratlon to ship less than 50 percent on
U.S. carriers.

Upon the completion of shipping arrange-
ments wheat and wheat flour exporters are
now required, in addition, to motify the
Maritime Administration of the export 1i-
cense number, the name of the carrier, the
carrier's flag of registration, and the quan-
tity of the shipment.

In addition to certifylng shipping commit-
ments on license applications, exporters of
wheat and wheat flour must include a state-
ment that these commodities were produced
in the United States.

The Department of Commerce also is re-
quiring all detalls of the financing arrange-
ments, including the names of participating
financial institutions, on the license appli-
cations. If the financing arrangements are
not completed at the time applications are
submitted, exporters must state on their
applications that the Office of Export Con-
trol will be provided this information
promptly as soon as financing arrangements
are completed.

No exporter can sell more than 25 percent
of the total quantity expected to be pur-
chased in the United States.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, a very
interesting article appeared in the Wash-
ington Post of November 5. It relates
to a major long-term trade agreement
between Algeria and Russia, based on an
exchange of Soviet heavy equipment and
arms for Algerian food. The news arti-
cle indicates that, under the agreement,
Algeria will export to the Soviet Union
wheat and flour, among other foodstuffs.

It will be interesting to determine the
original source of that wheat which will
be shipped to the Soviet Union and
whether the United States will be left
holding the bag in the long run, Ac-
cording to the August issue of “Wheat
Situation,” published by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, U.S. exports to Al-
geria during the July 1962 to June 1963
period came to 9,971,000 bushels of
wheat. The report also shows that 2,-
211,000 bushels of wheat flour and bulgur
were shipped to Algeria under the foreign
dﬁ)l:latlon program during that same pe-
riod.

November 15

But it should be even more intriguing
to discover what happens to the food-
for-wages program which the United
States entered into with Algeria back
in June. Under this program, as set out
in a New York Times article of June 26,
the United States agreed to furnish sur-
plus food to Algeria to serve as part pay-
ment of wages for 60,000 jobless Al-
gerians.

The article also notes that U.S. assist-
ance in the form of surplus food con-
tinues to help feed about 2.5 million
needy Algerians, about one-fourth the
population. It indicated, in addition,
that a third surplus food program on
which an accord was near was a govern-
ment-to-government arrangement under
which the United States will provide
wheat for the Algerian Labor Ministry
to use for its own food-for-wages pro-
gram without U.S. technical assistance.

Under this all-Algerian plan, about
300,000 jobless Algerians are expected to
be employed.

If the Algerian people are so short of
food and so dependent upon the United
States in this respect, one wonders
where the Algerian Government is going
to get the foodstuffs—including wheat—
to ship to the Soviet Union, in return for
heavy equipment and guns. Could it be
that the food for wages will not go to
the needy Algerians, but will go to Rus-
sia, instead?

Mr. President, I think this is a matter
of concern to us, not only because the
United States may again be short-
changed, but also because our surplus
food sent to Algeria may wind up be-
hind the Iron Curtain. I believe this
matter should be serutinized very closely
and an accounting should be made by
Algeria as to exactly where its Russian
exports are to come from.

I ask unanimous consent that two ar-
ticles—one entitled “Russia, Algeria Sign
Trade Pact,” and the second entitled
“United States Signs Pact To Provide
Food Aid to Algeria”— be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, a5 follows:
|From the New York (N.Y.) Times, June 26,

1963]

UniTED STATES SicNs Pact To ProvipeE Foop
A0 To ALGERIA—FArRM SvurrLvses To B
UsEp a8 PART oF Pay To EMFLOY JOBLESS
1IN RURAL AREAS
ALGIERS, June 25—The United States

signed today its first direct aild agreement

with Algeria. It Involved food and wages
and technical assistance, but little cash,

Under the accord, the United States agreed
to furnish surplus food to serve as part pay-
ment of wages for 60,000 jobless Algerians.
These men will work on American-super-
vised soil conservation and irrigation pilot
projects in four depressed rural on-
stantine, Tizl-Ouzou, Orléansville, and
Tlemcen.

The use of American technicians and
planning sets these projects apart from
food-for-work programs already underway
in neighboring Tunisia and Morocco.

LONG-TERM GAINS SOUGHT

“Our idea,” said an American official, “is
not just to create jobs, but to produce some
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long lasting economic improvement in these
rural areas.”

Starting this fall, 8 U.S. Soil Conservation
Service speclalists and 24 junior techni-
cians furnished by the private international
voluntary service agencies will live and work
under contract on project sites. In addi-
tion, the United States will supply hand
tools, some equipment and 42,000 tons of
surplus food.

The annual cost to the United States,
aside from the food, is estimated at slightly
more than $1 million. Most of the money
will be spent in the United States.

The overall direction is under a special
Algerian central authority responsible to
the Algerian Labor Ministry. The ministry
will pay the workers’ wages, except for the
U.S. food.

The workers’ cash wages have been the
subject of United States-Algerian negotia-
tions for more than 6 months, since Premier
Ahmed Ben Bella agreed in principle to
the U.S. plan.

Some Algerians wanted the United States
to provide cash as well as food. On a 60-
cent daily wage basis, this would have
meant a cash outlay of more than $6 million
a year., The request was turned down in
Washington.

OTHER FOOD AID CONTINUES

U.S. assistance in the form of surplus food
continues to help feed about 2,500,000 needy
Algerians, about a fourth the population.
Last March the number reached 4 million.

An agreement is near on the continuation
of such help to be handled by Care-Medico,
Inc., a private agency, using U.S. Govern-
ment wheat, vegetable oll and dried milk.
A labor ministry census has reduced the
number expected to be hard-core needy re-
cipients by this fall to 1,300,000.

A third surplus food program on which
an accord is near is a government-to-govern-
ment arrangement under which the United
States will provide wheat for the Algerian
Labor Ministry to use for its own food-for-
wages program without U.S. technical as-
sistance.

About 300,000 jobless Algerians are to be
employed under this all-Algerian plan. The
remaining 500,000 jobless Algerians are ex-
pected by labor ministry officials to be ab-
sorbed in a general economic recovery.
Western observers regard this prediction as
optimistic.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Nov. 5,
1963]
RuUssIA, ALGERIA SI1GN TRADE Pact

Lonpon, November 5.—Moscow radio today
announced a major long-term trade agree-
ment between the Soviet Union and Algeria,
based on exchange of Soviet heavy equip-
ment and arms for Algerian food.

The radio said that under the agreement
signed in Alglers yesterday the Soviet Union
will send Algeria ships, arms, trucks, farm
machines, and other capital equipment, as
well as timber, paper, oil products and chem-
icals.

Algeria will export to the Soviet Union
citrus frults, dates, wheat, olive oil, flour,
wine, alcohol, fruit juices, hides and other
traditional exports.

Mr. MILLER, Mr, President, I yield
the floor.
ExHIBIT 1
BENEFITS CITED IN WHEAT SALE
(By Sylvia Porter)

Now that the ground rules finally have
been set for sales and shipments of U.S.
wheat to the Soviet bloe, let’s assume the
Kremlin follows through and buys the limit
of 4 million long tons President EKennedy
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has authorized for sale. What would this
deal mean to our wheat economy in particu-
lar and the U.S. economy in general?

Far, far more than most Americans realize,
says Erwin E. Kelm, president of Carglll, Inc,,
of Minneapolis, largest grain merchant in
this country and the corporation which
made the first sale of 100,000 tons of wheat
to Hungary last Friday. In fact, some of
the economic benefits which Mr. Kelm sees
stemming directly from these sales well
may startle even top experts on wheat and
foreign trade. Specifically:

Benefit: While this one deal would in-
crease our total wheat exports over 1962 by
less than 28 percent, it would more than
double our dollar sales of wheat compared
with last year.

Explanation: In recent years 70 to 75 per-
cent of all our wheat exports have been
so-called giveaway sales. We have been
selling wheat through normal commercial
channels to foreign buyers, but permitting
the countries to pay for their purchases in
their own soft currencies.

Our Government has been accepting these
soft currencles—of such wunderdeveloped
countries as India, Pakistan, Indonesia—and
then has been paying the U.S., exporters in
dollars,

“The true value of the soft currencies our
Government has accumulated from these
conecessional sales probably amounts to only
12 to 15 cents on the dollar,” Mr. Kelm
believes.

But the wheat being sold to Russia and
the Soviet bloc iz to be pald for in gold
and hard cash, The sale of 4 million long
tons would increase our dollar earnings from
wheat by over $250 milllon more than 100
percent above 1962’s earnings.

Benefit: This 8250 million increase in our
dollar earnings would slash the gap between
what we earn abroad and what we spend
abroad by at least 10 percent—thereby sig-
nificantly reducing the dangerous deficit in
our balance of payments.

Explanation: This deficit i1s now running
at an annual rate of 2 billion, down from
the near-catastrophic rate of earlier this year,
but still large enough to pose a relentless
threat to our dollar. The benefit of an in-
crease In our dollar earnings of $250 million
is obvious.

Benefit: This one sale would radically
change our entire domestic wheat picture—
virtually eliminate our wheat surplus and
actually reduce our reserve to only a pru-
dent level.

Explanation: The Department of Agri-
culture just predicted that on next June
80, our wheat carryover will be no more
than 7256 million bushels, “a scant 125
million bushels over what the Depart-
ment considers a prudent reserve,” says Mr,
Eelm. The Cargill president believes Presi-
dent Kennedy’s 4-million-ton ceiling on Rus-
slan sales “reflects a concern that our stocks
might suddenly be reduced below the level
of a safe reserve.”

Benefit: The export of this wheat would
allow a cut in our domestic budget spending
of around $225 million this fiscal year and of
another $30 million in the next fiscal year.

Explanation: As the Government's wheat
surplus disappears, the costs of storing the
grain will shrink.

Benefit: The elimination of the wheat sur-
plus and the present high world prices for
wheat will give us an extraordinary oppor-
tunity to work out a reasonable program to
solye our chronic wheat problem.

Explanation: Not in years have we had so
favorable a surplus-price background against
which to agree on a transition program ac-
ceptable to all of us—wheat producers, con-
sumers, taxpayers.
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As a company vitally involved in the Soviet
transactions, Cargill properly refuses to com-
ment on the wheat decision or its enormous
political implications. But, says Mr. Eelm
flatly, ‘““the economics of the sales are
sound"”—and he's certainly documenting his
view.

WHEAT TO RUSSIA

(Statement by Senator Carrson, October 8,
1963)

Russia’s purchase of 239 million bushels of
wheat from Canada for $500 million, with a
delivery date of mext July 31, and her pur-
chase of 5814 million bushels of wheat from
Australia, valued at $90 million is of concern
to every U.S. wheatgrower from the stand-
point of future export markets.

With this sale, Canada has sold practically
her entire surplus from the 1963 crop. The
temptation, of course, will be for the Cana-
dians to increase their wheat production for
future sales not only to Russia, but other
countries that need wheat and this means
further competition for us.

The last session of Congress spent months
writing foreign trade legislation and I believe
every reallst must agree that despite its
idealistic approach to world trade our expe-
rience—which is limited—must convince
everyone that trade between nations must be
realistic and practical. World trade is not
only competitive, but it is a cold, calculated
business operation.

Russia and Canada are our real competitors
in the world trade of wheat. We have never
sold wheat to Russia, as her wheat trade has
always been on the export side of the market.

Selling wheat behind the Iron Curtain can
be an American opportunity to improve our
position in the cold war. It can also be an
immediate financial gain, in view of our bal-
ance of payments.

Russia's original arrangement for payment
to Canada for wheat purchased was based on
a credit term of 18 months, the first 25 per-
cent to be paid in gold. Now we are advised
that Russia will pay the entire amount in
gold immediately on delivery.

Our Nation lost $423 million worth of gold
from January 1 to August 31, 1963. Owur gold
reserve has dropped from $24 billion in 1854
to $15.7 billion in 1963.

There are some who will argue that the
sale of wheat to Russia strengthens commu-
nism, but the facts are that Russia is secur-
ing not only foodstuffs, but industrial prod-
ucts from our allles in ever increasing
quantities. For instance, statistics for 1962
show that West Germany trade agreements
with Russla alone totaled about $700 million.
Germany is now the third largest industrial
natlon in the world. Italy has a 4-year
trade agreement with the Soviets for $1.11
billion worth of goods. France has signed
a 3-year trade pact with Russla for $100 mil-
Hon in trade. India has a 4-year trade pact
with Russia which provides annual trade of
$440 million. Japan has a 3-year trade pact
with Russia that calls for $365 million. The
United States and Russian trade last year
was $16 million each way.

I am not advocating the sale of strategic
materials to Russia, but I do urge that our
Nation give every consideration to expanding
our forelgn trade with Russia and her satel-
lites in nonstrategic items. We are now sell-
ing wheat to Germany, France, and other
European countries. Much of this wheat is
processed into flour and foodstuffs by these
countries and then sold to Russia, therefore,
Russia gets our wheat whether we sell it to
them or not.

Some are of the opinion that we should not
sell wheat to Russia at a subsidized price.
The facts are we do not export any wheat
in the world market through dollar sales
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or Public Law 480 that does not carry a
subsidy. This is true whether we sell to
such Communist countries as Poland, Yugo-
slavia, or our allles. The present subsidy is
about 55 cents per bushel.

The subsidy does not go to the exporter
or to the country that buys the wheat. It
goes to the American wheat farmer in order
to maintain domestic prices above the world
market,.

At the present time Russia and her satel-
lites, such as Hungary, Czechoslovakia, East
Germsany, Rumania, and Bulgaria are in the
market for wheat. In my opinion, it is in
our Nation's interests, from both a financial
and a humanitarian standpoint, to sell this
grain. Increased exports of wheat from the
United States at the present time would not
only aid in reducing our surplus, but would
also improve our balance of payments,
strengthen domestic wheat prices, reduce the
taxpayer's carrying cost of our present sur-
plus, and be the humanitarian thing to do,
as well as have an important bearing on our
foreign policy.

Mr. DIRKSEN obtained the floor.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. MunbpT],

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, we have
been in conference part of the morning
and a good bit of the noon hour, in con-
nection with the amendment before the
Senate, which was debated last night.

I believe that through the processes
of coneciliation, compromise, and consul-
tation, we have arrived at a program of
procedure which will be satisfactory to
Members on both sides of this issue, and
will permit the Senate to continue with
consideration of the foreign aid bill,
without further debate on this point.

As the first step in this connection, I
introduce and send to the desk a bill,
and request that it be read, for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred, and will be read.

The bill (S. 2310) to prohibit any
guarantee by the Export-Import Bank or
any other agency of the Government of
payment of obligations of Communist
countries, was read the first time by its
title, and the second time at length, as
follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, neither
the Export-Import Bank nor any other agen-
cy of the Government shall guarantee the
payment of any obligation heretofore or
hereafter incurred by any Communist coun-
try (as defined in section 620(f) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961) or any agency
or national thereof, or in any other way par-
ticlpate in the extension of credit to any
such country, agency, or national, in con-
nection with the purchase of any product
by such country, agency, or national.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, if we can
have the cooperation of Senators, I pro-
pose to work out an agreement and a
legislative program whereby this bill
will be referred to the Banking and
Currency Committee, with instructions
from the Senate to report the bill to
the Senate on November 25, and with
assurance from the majority leader and
the minority leader that it will then be
called up on the following Monday.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. No, Mr. President,
either that day or the next day—that
Monday, the 25th, or Tuesday, the 26th.

Mr. MUNDT. I stand corrected
either the 25th or the 26th.

In conjunction with this understand-
ing, an agreement has been developed
with the Export-Import Bank that it will
not make any new credits available to
Communist countries in connection with
trade in grain or any other product un-
til such time as the Senate has com-
pleted its action on whatever recom-
mendations come to it from the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from South
Dakota yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Does
this include all industrial products?

Mr. MUNDT. My bill includes all
products.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from South Dakota yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
meeting was held in my office, which was
attended by 12 or 14 Senators of both
parties, this morning and into this af-
ternoon. There were present repre-
sentatives of the Export-Import Bank
and the Treasury Department, at our
request; and we tried to reach, through
a process of accommodation, a reason-
able solution of the pending proposal.
I was not in favor of it, and I am not in
favor of it, because it creates a situa-
tion which could be used to undermine
the pinnings of the Executive. But I
will go along with it, and I will support
it, and I will do the best I can along the
lines unanimously arrived at, by the
Senators of both parties who were pres-
ent this morning and this afternoon at
the conference.

I have talked with the chairman of
the Banking and Currency Committee, to
which I assume this legislative proposal
will be referred. He has assured me
that he will strictly adhere to the wishes
of the Senate. The Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. RoserTson] is a man of his
word, regardless of his personal feelings
about any piece of proposed legislation,

Of course, it is anticipated—and I hope
it will be made the will of the Senate—
that the bill will be reported to the
Senate by a week from Monday, Novem-
ber 25; and both the majority leader and
the minority leader give the Senate their
assurance that it will be brought up
either that day or the next day, for im-
mediate consideration.

In brief, I believe that covers the re-
sults of our participation in the meeting
this morning.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, there
was a meeting early this morning, and at
that meeting I suggested that since there
had been no hearings on the proposal
offered by the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Munbprl, I, for one,
hoped that perhaps we could learn a
little more about the mechanies of the
operations of the Export-Import Bank
in processing foreign applications of this
kind, and exactly how it works when it
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operates in handling such applications
as commercial transactions on a guaran-
teed basis. At that meeting it was sug-
gested that perhaps the Chairman of the
Export-Import Bank might confer with
us. Pursuant to that, I had a session
with the majority leader; and a dozen
Senators met in his office. The Export-
Import Bank and the Treasury had rep-
resentatives present. We had an oppor-
tunity to canvass the authority and the
capacity of the Export-Import Bank in
this field. More than that, we had an
opportunity to explore its operations, its
losses, its gains, and exactly how it would
process applications of this kind.

After a thoroughgoing discussion, we
thought perhaps we should satisfy the
legislative process by having at least a
few hearings on this proposal-—conso-
nant, of course, with the desires of the
glstgngulshed Senator from South Da-

ota.

That was arranged; and now he pro-
poses to offer his amended amendment—
which includes not only grain, but also
all commodities——

Mr. MUNDT. And that is the form in
which the bill has now been referred to
the committee.

Mr, DIRKSEN. That is correct—and
with instruection that it report at the
earliest possible date, and, hopefully, not
later than November 25. If that can take
place, the order for the yeas and nays
can be rescinded, the amendment can be
withdrawn, we can obtain some testi-
mony from sources both in the Govern-
ment and out of the Government, and
then we can have the subject matter be-
fore us; and, as a result, I think we shall
be better equipped to deal with it.

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Has the bill been
introduced?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
has been introduced.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Has it been re-
ferred?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No.

Mr. MANSFIELD. To what commit-
tee will the bill be referred?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At the
present moment it would appear that
the bill will be referred to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the bill be re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair rules that it will be unless some
question is raised on the floor of the
Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
since the procedure has gone that far,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency be di-
rected to report back to the Senate with
its finding on the bill not later than a
week from Monday, November 25.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I shall not
object——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Let us get the
agreement to the request.
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Mr. JAVITS. May I ask a question
before the agreement is made? The Sen-
ator has asked for unanimous consent.
I am a member of the Committee on
Banking and Currency. I believe I am
entitled to have a question answered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. There is no ques-
tion about that. The Senator said that
he would not object, and I merely sug-
gested that the agreement be entered
and then the Senator from New York
might ask any question he wishes.

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator al-
low me to ask one question?

Mr., MANSFIELD. Certainly.

Mr. JAVITS. Is there anything in
the agreement that would bind the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, not as
to the time at which it would report, but
as to what it would report?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No.

Mr. JAVITS. That is all.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr, President, re-
serving the right to object, as the rank-
ing Republican member of the Subcom-
mittee on International Finance of the
Banking and Currency Committee, I
should like to ask one question, at least,
about the proposed timing. Some of us
may be tied up on the 25th or 26th of
November on other subjects. Is it im-
perative that the discussion of the bill
be brought out on the floor on those
days?

Mr. MANSFIELD. In the opinion of
the leadership it is. The Senator will
have to take our word for it.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
first yield to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I believe
that we ought to clarify a couple of ques-
tions of procedure. I am the chairman
of the Subcommittee on International Fi-
nance of the Committee on Banking and
Currency. That subcommittee ordinar-
ily has jurisdiction over questions affect-
ing the Export-Import Bank. I do not
know, because I do not see the chairman
of the full committee present in the
Chamber, whether it will be his intention
or whether it is the intention of the lead-
ership to bypass the normal reference
to a subcommittee in order that the full
committee, because of the time factor,
should consider the Mundt amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator permit me to interrupt?

Mr. CLARK. Surely.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am sure the Sen-
ator did not mean, and would wish to
withdraw, the implication in his state-
ment as to what the intent of the leader-
ship was or is, because we have no intent.
We do not interfere with committees.
Committees are independent in their own
right. They make their own decisions,
and, under no circumstances, has the
leadership ever attempted or will it ever
attempt to lay down a rule, a law, or a
dictum to any committee in this body.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
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Mr. CLARK. I certainly withdraw the
imputation. I make only the comment
that in my opinion it might be wiser if
the leadership would interfere a little
more than it does. This must be a ques-
tion of judgment for the leadership. The
Senator from Montana and I do not have
the same views on that question.

Mr, MANSFIELD. No, but we have
committees.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The leadership has no
authority over subcommittees. That is
an intracommittee question that must be
resolved within the committee.

Mr. CLARK. It is a question of the
funection of the leadership. I happen to
disagree with the Senator from Illinois
on the question of the function of
leadership.

Mr. MANSFIELD, If the Senator
from Pennsylvania desires the leader-
ship to function in the manner in which
he proposes, he had better give the
leadership some authority, because we do
not have that authority now—98 Sena-
tors in this body have more authority
in their own hands than the 2 so-called
leaders have. I think the Senator from
Pennsylvania knows that.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Iyield.

Mr., CLARK., As the Senator from
Montana well knows, I have been trying
to get the leadership more authority
during the 7 years I have been serving
in the Senate. Since the year 1961 I
have been conspicuously unsuccessful.

Mr. Leader—this is all in good fun——

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am glad the Senator
is not angry.

Mr. MANSFIELD, But truthful.

Mr. CLARK. I should like to ask the
leadership the following question. I
wish the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RoeerTson] were present in the Cham-
ber. Perhaps the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SparxkmaN], who is the ranking
Democratic member of that committee,
will be able to answer the question. As
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
International Finance, I am of the view
that it does not make too much differ-
ence whether the matter is considered in
a subcommittee or by the full committee.

Before the bill is reported to the Sen-
ate, we should have a hearing. We
ought to call the Chairman of the Ex-
port-Import Bank, and perhaps we
ought to call as a witness the Secretary
of State.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Such action would
be expected.

Mr. CLARE. Iam not at all sure that
the limitation of time which has been
suggested would be altogether wise in
view of the fact that the Mundt amend-
ment will not be part of the foreign aid
bill anyway, and what is all the hurry?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
there is an element of doubt in the latter
assertion made by the distinguished
Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARK. As there is, indeed, with
respect to most of my assertions.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. No, no; I refer to
what the outcome of a vote would be.
I believe there is a question of grave
doubt there. As far as the subject of
witnesses is concerned, it is anticipated
that the Secretary of State, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, the officers of the
Export-Import Bank, and others would
be called before the committee.

I intended to refer to another portion
of the Senator’s statement, but I have
forgotten what it was.

Mr. CLARK. I have practically for-
gotten what I was going to say, too.
All I can say to the majority leader is
that, so far as I am concerned, I am
prepared to cooperate wholeheartedly.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I recall what I in-
tended to say. I ask the Senator from
Pennsylvania to take my word as to why
there is a reason for the bill to be con-
sidered and reported not later than the
25th of this month.

Mr. CLARK. I shall take the word of
my friend the Senator from Montana.
So far as I am concerned, the committee
procedure can be any way the chairman
and the ranking Democratic and Repub-
lican members of the committee wish it
to be. I shall reserve my right as chair-
man of the subcommittee to have a good
deal to say about the bill.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I promised first to
yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. My question was cov-
ered by the colloquy between the Sena-
tor from Montana and the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr, SPARKEMAN. Mr, President, the
chairman of our committee, the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. RoBeErTSoN], is not in
the Chamber at the present time. How-
ever, the Senator from Pennsylvania may
not know that the majority leader has
talked with the Senator from Virginia.
I assume that they discussed the pro-
posed time limitation.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Only the time lim-
itation.

Mr. SPAREMAN. In the discussion
this morning at which the question was
worked up, I believe everyone present
understood that we would have the offi-
cials of the Export-Import Bank, the
Secretary of the Treasury, and the Sec-
retary of State appear as witnesses.

I believe the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. Munnt] was suggested.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Yes, certainly. I
think we can finish consideration of the
bill in the committee within the time set.
I believe it is rather urgent that we do so.
I do not know what the intention of the
chairman of the committee might be. I
take it that the chairman has the dis-
cretion of referring a bill to a subcom-
mittee or not referring it. In this case
I should think that, by reason of the lim-
itation of time, the hearings would be
held by the full committee.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Florida,
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Mr. HOLLAND. It occurs to me that
perhaps one of the most salient points
in the whole situation has been over-
looked in the colloquy. Is it not correct
that the Export-Import Bank has agreed
to hold up any further commitments un-
til after the proposed new bill is dis-
posed of, provided it is disposed of in
a short period of time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Within the time
limitation—and “a short period” is an
accurate statement. It will be a short
period of time, because we have no right
to hold up anything indefinitely. As I
said before, I have very grave doubts
about the procedure we are following,
because I think we are undermining the
foundations of the executive branch of
the Government in taking unto ourselves
responsibilities which are not ours un-
der the Constitution.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, is the
agreement on the part of the Export-
Import Bank to hold up further commit-
ments provided speedy disposition is
made of the bill a part of the whole
package? Am I correct or not?

Mr., MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

The bill (S. 2310) was referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, what is
the status of the proposed agreement?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Has the bill been
referred?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
has been referred.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The time certain
limitation has not yet been agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
unanimous-consent request of the Sena-
tor from Montana has not yet been
agreed fo.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—apparently the
bill will be reported on the 25th or the
26th——

Mr. MANSFIELD. The 25th.

Mr. COTTON. On the 25th. Obvi-
ously no provision has been made as to
how long the Senate will consider it. No
provision can be made?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. COTTON. Last night, I recall,
one Senator—one of the distinguished
leaders—felt so strongly about this mat-
ter that he indicated if it were to be
passed he would discuss it at great length.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield?

Mr. COTTON. Please allow me to
finish the question I wish to ask. Now,
while the foreign aid bill is pending, it
is unlikely that we would have a long
drawn out discussion—I do not use the
word “filibuster”—that would preclude
its passage; but if it is brought in all
alone, particularly when there are other
measures before the Senate that certain
Senators do not wish to expedite, there
is nothing in the whole wide world to
prevent the Senate from discussing it for
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days and days and days. I should like
to hear some comment on that before I
agree to this proposal. Many times I
have heard in the Senate the suggestion,
“Do not tie it into this bill; we will take
care of it separately.” In the years I
have been in the Senate, I have yet to see
anything taken care of separately that
was objected to under such circum-
stances.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. COTTON. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I recall the allu-
sion to which the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire refers. I point out
that we are all mortal, that we all have
our faults. Most of us are becoming a
little edgy at this time of the year, I
would hope most sincerely that Senators
would unanimously see to it that the
word given by the two leaders would be
honored and that the debate would not
be dilatory or drawn out. I am sure it
would not be. We should be supported
in our hope and expectation that once
this measure is reported back to the Sen-
ate by the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee, we would be able to dispose of
it in 1 or 2 days.

So far as the author of the amendment
and the proposal is concerned, the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Dakota
[Mr, Munpr] has indicated that he will
make every effort to do so. All we have
in this body is our word, and it is either
worth something or it is worth nothing.
If Senators want leaders, they must have
a little confidence in them and help them
along.

Mr. COTTON. I was not suggesting
any lack of confidence in the leadership.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand.

Mr, COTTON. I am suggesting what
the distinguished majority leader him-
self said a moment ago, that there is not
a leader—majority or minority—or any-
one else who can give his word about
what other Senators will do.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. COTTON. I believe we should be
aware of the fact that, while we may
have an agreement, when the bill reaches
the Senate no one knows how long it will
take to get affirmative action. I should
like to object. I am not going to do so,
but I regret that we are not going to dis-
pose of this critical question while we
are dealing with the foreign aid bill, so
that it could be disposed of in a reason-
able time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the
remarks just made by the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. CoT-
ToN], but strangely enough, I still have
faith in the membership of this body, on
both sides of the aisle. I can be disap-
pointed, and I have been disappointed,
but I expect the membership, both
Democratic and Republican, to uphold
our hands when the time comes, regard-
less of how they may feel personally.

Mr. COTTON. Ishare the faith of the
distinguished majority leader. If any-
thing could restore my faith in expedi-
tious work by the Senate, it is the fact
that we have accomplished so mueh in
such a short time this session.
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Mr, DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MANSFIELD. Iyield.

Mr. DOMINICK. I wonder whether
the distinguished leader can tell us
whether this program has been coordi-
nated in any way with the House?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No.

Mr. DOMINICK. It occurs to me that
if the bill comes back and is passed by
the Senate and then sent to the House,
and the House sat on it for the rest of
the session, we would get nowhere.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. This pro-
gram has not been discussed with the
House. It is not intended to be dis-
cussed with the House. This is looked
upon purely as a Senate responsibility.
I am quite sure the minority leader and
the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Munptl, as well as the Sen-
ator from Georgia and other Senators,
will support the statement I have just
made. What the House does is its own
business. What we do in this instance
is ours. That was made very plain in
the meeting this morning.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Because of my attend-
ance in committee I have not heard all
that has transpired in the Chamber, but
jSex:ate aids have briefed me on the sub-

ect.

I was one of a bipartisan group of
Senators to whom the question of the
sale of wheat to Russia was put. I
gave my reaction and approval of the sale
of wheat on the basis of cash on the
barrelhead—gold preferably, no credits,
and no soft currency.

Now that the possibility of a much
wider trade has come into question, I
wish to reexamine the whole question
before reaching a decision. I believe
that the wise course to follow is com-
mittee hearings and consideration.

I congratulate the majority leader and
the minority leader upon reaching this
agreement, to which I subsecribe.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am grateful to
the Senator from Tennessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Bavg in the chair). Is there objection
to the request of the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD]? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, in view
of this agreement, I am willing to offer
some unanimous-consent requests which
will clear the decks so that we may
proceed.

First of all, I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the yeas and nays or-
dered on my amendment and on the
modifying amendment may be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr MUNDT. Mr. President, I now

ask unanimous consent that I may be
permitted to withdraw the two amend-
ments, because I have introduced a bill
covering the subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota now has that
right. It is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
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Mr. MUNDT. I yleld.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Toaettheracord

and Currency. By direction of the Sen-
ate, it will be reported no later than a
week from Monday, November 25, and on
the basis of the pledge of the leaders, it
will be brought up for consideration that
day, or the next day.

Again, may I express the hope that the
debate will be assiduous and energetic
but not dilatory or delaying.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I should
like to add to the general understanding,
so that all Senators may know, that the
directors of the Export-Import Bank
have agreed not to extend any further
credits to Communist countries until the
Senate has expressed its voice on the
matter.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MUNDT. Iyield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to re-
ply to the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. CorTon], since I gather that his re-
marks, directed to the majority leader,
had some indirect reference to my com-
ments last evening. I was looking
through the ConcrEssioNaL REcorp. It
was a rather tense moment on the
floor—most of it due to fatigue. I said
the following:

I shall not let the Senate, if I can help it,
vote on the issue immediately, because it
seems to me that if we needed time to dis-
cuss some minor amendments to the aid bill,
we need plenty of time to discuss the pres-
ent situation.

Earlier, I said:

I am rather surprised that Senators who
are members of the Committee on Banking
and Currency, which committee has juris-
diction over the operations of the Export-
Import Bank, are willing to have major pol-
icy questions declded on the floor of the
Benate at 10 minutes after 10 p.m., after 3145
weeks of exhausting debate, discussion, and
time-consuming activities In this body.

I give my assurance to the Senator
from New Hampshire and fo the major-
ity leader that there is no intention on
my part to do anything but make a con-
structive contribution to the debate, and
with no delays.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If only the rest of
the Senate would follow the example of
the Senator from Minnesota—this year.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY, Iyield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senate knows
and we know—with a sense of affection—
that the “immediates” of the Senator
from Minnesota are sometimes longer
and sometimes shorter.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I want to reserve
the degree of flexibility along the lines
the minority leader has suggested.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. I assure the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota, who
knows I hold him in the very highest
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esteem, that I did not mention his name.
I was not impugning his motives, I was
not criticizing him; I merely used that
as an example. I said if one Senator
felt so strongly on this question that he
would talk at length, if that was true of
the Senator from Minnesota last night,
it may be true of several Senators on
November 25.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I fully understood
the Senator’s remarks. I wanted the
Recorp clear that I felt last evening that
we were proceeding too rapidly on a
vital question. I am pleased with the
resolution of this vital matter. As I felt
last night, I feel even the text of the
resolution goes far beyond what is wise
policy. I shall await the report of the
Banking and Currency Committee. I
hope the report will be negative. I in-
tend to vote as I expected to vote last
evening.

Now I wish to ask the Senator from
South Dakota a question. The under-
standing is clear as to the Export-Im-
port Bank and its recess, so to speak, as
to any commitments relating to trans-
actions that require Export-Import Bank
guarantees for the future. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. MUNDT. Yes; and it holds until
such time as the Senate may conclude its
action.

Mr. HUMPHREY. No matter how the
Senate may conclude its action. Is that
correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. But with the as-
surance that it will not be delayed.

Mr. HUMPHREY. And that it is not
retroactive.

Mr. . My amendment is not
retroactive. Congress cannot pass retro-
active legislation.

To make it perfectly clear, so that
there will be no question, the Export-
Import Bank has already underwritten
credits to Hungary for $4.5 million, un-
der terms of that sale. Neither my
amendment nor the gentlemen's agree-
ment we have entered into can move
backward. I have no such intention.

Mr. HUMPHREY. If business trans-
actions are entered into which do not
require guarantees by the Export-Import
Bank, but are privately financed, or are
made with a private bank, the under-
standing we have does not prevail?

Mr. MUNDT. The understanding
would not affect the sale of the grain as
we anticipated it—that is, sale of the
grain for gold or cash. My amendment
covers only the implications covered by
my amendment, and those only.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Or where a pri-
vate bank with Government help takes
on the guarantee responsibility.

Mr. MUNDT. That is correct, but it
is my opinion that the Johnson Act would
preclude the right of such private banks
to extend credit to a Communist coun-
try in default.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I know of no such
situation, but I thought we should un-
derstand that.

I yield now to the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younc]l.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, I was not at the meeting this
morning, so I wonder if this matter in-
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volves credit for any other export sales
than grain., Has the Export-Import
Bsink? been extending credit for other
sales

Mr. HUMPHREY. It applies to all
products.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota Hasthe
bank been extending this kind of insur-
ance to them?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Only to Yugo-
slavia,

I yield to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. ATKEN. Any conditions that are
applicable will, according to the under-
standing, be applicable to all exports.
It is not contemplated that the Export-
Import Bank will make loans. The
Export-Import Bank insures loans made
by the commercial banks to provide ex-
porters loans for the purpose of financ-
ing exports to foreign countries. It is
an insurance business, and not a loan
business, and the two transactions that
have taken place have been insurance
issued by the Export-Import Bank fo
banks that have financed Cargill and one
other company.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is a money-
making proposition.

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. The
Export-Import Bank, since its inception
in 1925, has made profits in the neighbor-
hood of $2 billion. Losses have been
minimal. There were some losses when
Castro confiscated powerlines and a tele-
phone company in Cuba, but the losses
have been negligible.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio and Mr. JAVITS
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is recognized.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. Younc] sought rec-
ognition. I would not want to preempt
his right to the floor. I have a question
which may result in an amendment.
Has the Senator from Ohio an amend-
ment?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I wish to lay be-
fore the Senate an amendment on which
I have already spoken.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I offer my amendment No. 293, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Ohio to the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute, as amended,
will be stated.

The LeeisLATIVE CLErRE. It is pro-
posed, on page 41, between lines 8 and 9,
to insert the following:

(d) Add the following new section:

“Sec. 512. PROHIBITION AGAINST MILITARY
ASSISTANCE TO SramN.—No military assist-
ance shall be furnished under this Act to
the Government of Spain. No other pro-
vision of this Act shall be construed to au-
thorize the President to walve the provisions
of this sectlon. The provisions of this sec-
tion shall not be construed to prohibit sales

to the Government of Spain of defense arti-
cles or services under section 507."

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr, President,
having already spoken out regarding this
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amendment, I shall take less than 1 min-
ute. It may be that the distinguished
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com=-
mittee [Mr. FurLericHT] will not object
to the insertion of this amendment in
the bill. On the other hand, it can be
truthfully stated that the pending bill
does not provide military assistance for
Generalissimo Franco’s Spain. This
amendment pins that prohibition down
definitely and simply provides that—

No military assistance shall be furnished
under this Act to the Government of Spain.
No other provision of this Act shall be con-
strued to anthorize the President to waive
the provisions of this section. The provi-
glons of this section shall not be construed
to prohibit sales to the Government of Spain
of defense articles or services under section
507.

I hope the chairman will agree to ac-
cept the amendment, and that the
amendment will be adopted.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
regret that I cannot accept the amend-
ment. Everyone knows that we have
had an agreement with Spain regarding
very important base arrangements. Mil-
itary assistance has been given to Spain
primarily for that purpose in recent
years. That was the only reason why
we concluded an agreement dealing with
the bases.

I could not possibly accept the amend-
ment, much to my regret. I wish I could
accept it, but I oppose the amendment.
If we singled out Spain for this kind of
treatment, it would be regarded as an
unfriendly act, directly contrary to the
reason for the action of our Government
in that regard.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I would like to
also single out Duvalier’s Haiti. I would
like to include it in my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Ohio, on page
41, between lines 8 and 9, to the com-~
mittee. amendment, in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to fur-
ther amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk. I have
discussed it with the chairman of the
committee,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Minnesota to the commitee amendment,
in the nature of a substitute, as amend-
ed, will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed,
on page 54, after line 4, to insert the
following :

(c) Redesignate present section 109 to be
110 and insert the following new section 109:

“Sec. 109, The President may, subject to
the restrictions contained in this Act, carry
out transactions authorized by this Act
without regard to the provisions of any other
Act whenever he determines that such trans-
actions are important to (1) the national
interest of the United States, and (2) the
ability of the United States to carry out ef-
fectively the policies and purposes of section

2 of this Act or to meet the requirements
of the common defense.
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Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I heard the phrase
“that the President would be empowered
to carry out the provisions of this act
without regard to the provisions of any
other act.” That is pretty broad lan-
guage. Unless it is explained by some
legislative history, I shall be constrained
to object to it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am about fo ex-
plain it.

The purpose is to make crystal clear
that the section of Public Law 480 deal-
ing with the trade expansion features of
the bill, as well as the utilization of food,
as necessary, for the common defense, is
not restricted. The amendment contains
language that will make crystal clear that
the restrictions that we have written into
it with respect to Public Law 480, section
2, referring to general policy dealing with
trade expansion, for example, and to al-
leviate famine in the world, are not to be
excluded; secondly, that in the common
defense, when food is needed for na-
tional interests, it is not to be excluded.

Mr. SCOTT. There are restrictions
already in existence pertaining to ship-
ments of goods and materials to Com-
munist countries.

Mr. HUMPHREY. This relates only
to Public Law 480.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.
Mr. SCOTT. I should like to have

some order in the Senate so that I may
complete my sentence, at least, for the
sheer pleasure of making a complete sen-
tence of what I was about to say. There
are other restrictions already in existence
pertaining to shipments of goods and
materials, that is, limitations on ship-
ments and other dealings, with Commu-
nist and Communist-dominated coun-
tries. I understand from what the Sena-
tor has said that the proposed restriction
is limited to Public Law 480.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. SCOTT. Therefore there is no in-
tention that the executive department
shall be able to avoid any other situation
whatever.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is
absolutely correct; so that there will be
no doubt at all as to what that section in
Public Law 480 means.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr, JAVITS. The Senate adopted an
amendment, proposed by the Senator
from Alaska [Mr. GrRUENING] and my-
self, which was expressly designed to
deal with Public Law 480, because it is
under Public Law 480 that Nasser is
getting anything preponderantly. Is it
not a fact that this proposal would can-
cel out the very purpose of that amend-
ment, because it leaves the discretion to
the President?

Lgr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. JAVITS. He can suspend it if he
wishes to do so in the national interest.
Is that correct?
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Mr. HUMPHREY. If it is in the na-
tional interest or in the common de-
fense.

Mr. JAVITS. That is what we argued
against. Nearly everything Nasser is
E;{t}ting he is getting under Public Law
Mr. HUMPHREY. This does not re-
late alone to Nasser. It makes sure
that if food supplies are needed in the
southern command of NATO, or food
supplies are needed anywhere else, the
provision of Public Law 480 will be ap-
plicable, and not limited by anything
we have done in this act or any other
act.

Mr. JAVITS. By legislating with a
broadsword we take in everything. It
will take in Mr. Nasser, as well as the
southern defense command to which the
Senator refers. Therefore, Mr. Presi-
dent, I oppose the amendment. It will
vitiate what the Senate did in the Gruen-
ing-Javits amendment. I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I came into the Cham-
ber rather late. I wish to ask the Sen-
ator to explain the purpose of his amend-
ment. From what I have heard, I am
sure it calls for a major debate in the
Senate. If what I have heard is true, I
completely agree with the Senator from
New York, that it seeks to vitiate much
of what we have done during the course
of the debate. I do not propose to have
that done.

I hope the Senator will explain his
amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have explained it.

Mr. MORSE. I did not hear the Sena-
tor’s explanation.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The amendment is
designed to do two things; first, to make
it erystal clear that the reservations that
have been placed in the bill, namely, the
pending foreign aid bill, insofar as those
reservations are concerned with respect
to Public Law 480, shall not be applicable
to what we call the common defense or
to the national interests of the Nation,
when the President in his judgment de-
termines that the national interest is at
stake.

Mr, MORSE. I will speak in my own
right later.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to confer with the Senator from
Oregon and the Senator from Ohio on
the amendment. I wish to withdraw the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask unanimous
consent that I may withdraw the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the Senator withdraws his amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in the
first place I say to the Senator from
Minnesota that I am very much pleased
that he did what he did. It would have
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caused unquestioned confusion in respect
to the pending bill if his amendment had
been adopted. It would ride across
everything we have fought and bled for,
and some of us almost died for, on the

floor.

I should like to have the attention of
the chairman of the committee, the
Senator in charge of fhe bill, and the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Lavusceel, in
order to see if we can do something to
help with a very trying section of the
bill, and perhaps avoid the need for
amending it.

I call attention to page 34, lines 16 to
18, which read:

(3) In paragraph (2) strike out “fraud or
misconduct” in the second proviso and sub-
stitute “fraud, misconduct, or negligence”.

It will be noted that it is proposed in
the bill to establish additional bases for
enabling the United States to defend
against claims under the all-risk guar-
antees which are provided for by the
act. The all-risk guarantees could now
be vitiated if the person having the ben-
efit of the guarantee were guilty of fraud
or misconduct for which that person or
corporation was ble.

The words of the statute are clear.
They state:

Provided, further—

This is section 221(b) (2) of the For-
eign Aid Act—

Provided, further, That no payment may
be made under this paragraph 2 for any loss
arising out of fraud or misconduct for which
the investor is responsible.

The part of the bill to which I refer
proposes to include negligence, so that
the new bases of defense would be fraud,
misconduct, or negligence.

I am advised—and this is borne out
by communications to the committee
and to me—that the purpose of the all-
risk guarantee is likely to be vitiated,
because the investors who have been in-
vesting will not invest if negligence be-
comes a defense. I will give the reasons
for that. The all-risk guarantee which
is covered by the law provides for $180
million in guarantees, with certain limi-
tations on the individual.

The all-risk guaranfee has mainly
been used for housing projects in Latin
America, certainly a most important and
constructive aspect of the act.

A good deal of this investment has
been in housing projects in South Amer-
ica. It is somewhat analogous fo our
housing agencies or housing authorities.

The underwriters of these security is-
sues, the makers of these investments,
are mainly b firms in this coun-
try, which have communicated with me
as well as the committee. I will tell
the whole story to the Senate. If these
downtown Wall Street banking firms do
not invest, that business will not be done
unless the United States puts up its own
money.

We must understand that we are deal-
ing with the business equation, with
businessmen who can invest or not in-
vest, as they choose, and there is nothing
we can do to compel them. That is why
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I lay the question directly before the
Senate. They say that if we add the de-
fense of negligence, they are concerned
that they will not be able to be respon-
sible for such loose standards as to third
parties; namely, the housing authorities
or building and loan and other orga-
nizations with which they might be deal-
ing in Latin America.

As everyone knows, negligence relates
to the standard of care of a reasonable
man. Numerous juries are required to
determine that question in the United
States. Hence, the feeling is that if we
add to the other definitions; namely,
fraud or misconduct, where there has
been something willful, something overt,
the standard of negligence, we will create
a situation in which the terms will be-
come so ambiguous that businessmen will
neither invest nor underwrite. Also,
there is grave doubt that the paper which
they hold as notes or mortgages will be
negotiable on the same ground as to
be a defense against the holder.

I have discussed this question with the
drafter of the amendment, the Senator
from Ohio [Mr, LausceE]. I gather that
he is willing to make certain definitions
with regard to this subject. I shall ask
him two questions which we have agreed
upon, so that the Senate may be fully
advised. Naturally, I am interested in
saving the amendment of any of our
colleagues who feel in deep good faith
that what they propose is desirable. If
the committee has adopted the amend-
ment, and if it is possible to save it, I
am happy to try to do so. Naturally,
it is not at all certain that the Senate
would not take a different position upon
argument, debate, and amendment.
The questions which I shall ask the
Senator from Ohio fto answer will be
helpful, I feel, but I cannot assume that
they will be conclusive either upon me
or upon the underwriters. The commit-
tee of conference will then have to decide
gso a practical question what it wants to

If the Senator from Ohilo is willing to
answer the gquestions, I think his re-
sponses will be helpful and may prove to
dispel the difficulties. I think it is
worth trying. I do not wish to question
the Senator under false pretenses.

The first question is: Is it a fact, as a
matter of legislative history, that the
fraud, misconduct, and negligence which
are here referred to, in order to be a
defense to an all-risk guarantee must be
fraud, misconduect, or negligence of the
employees, officers, or duly constifuted
agents of the investor?

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is the under-
standing I had in submitting the amend-
ment. That is my conviction, and that
is the understanding under which the
amendment was approved in committee.

Mr. JAVITS. Second, in the admin-
istration of this section—and we would
hope that the courts, too, would be
guided by this standard—is it the legis-
lative intent of the amendment that the
burden of proof shall be upon the Gov-
ernment to assert its defense against an
all-risk guarantee?
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Mr. LAUSCHE. It is my understand-
ing of the general law, sfated many
times in the jurisprudence of evidence,
that the burden of establishing negli-
gence, fraud, or misconduct would be
upon the guarantor—the U.S. Govern-
ment. That is the understanding and
intention of the committee.

Mr. JAVITS. That is exactly correct.
That is the important point. I may say
to the Senator—and I shall ask him no
further questions—that what he has last
said is so important, because most of
those things we would hope that, like a
good insurer, the Government would pay
honorable and legitimate claims.
Therefore, what the Senator has said is,
in my view, far more important to gov-
ernment administration than to the
courfs. We cannot control the courts,
but we certainly can have rulings on the
way in which a provision like this shall
be administered. I am grateful to the
Senator from Ohio for saying what he
said.

Mr. President, may we have from the
chairman of the committee some confir-
mation of the statements by the Senator
from Ohio?

Mr., FULBRIGHT. The understand-
ing of the Senator from Ohio is also my
understanding. The negligence referred
to is negligence of some person who is
in no way under the control of the bor-
rower, as described by the Senator from
New York. He is not an employee or
agent or third person, over whom the
borrower would not exercise control, or
for whom he is not responsible. It seems
to me that that would be unfair and, in
my opinion, was not the intention of the
committee.

Mr. JAVITS. As to the latter ques-
tion, does the chairman agree as to the
question of burden of proof throughout,
as to the administration of this question
and its effect on the question of judicial
interpretatlon?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is my
opinion.

Mr. LAUSCHE, Itisnot my intention,
as the proponent of the amendment, or
of the committee, to require the ag-
grieved party to prove that he was not
guilty of fraud, not guilty of misconduct,
and not guilty of negligence. The ag-
grieved party would have made his case
by showing loss, and the burden of proof
would then fall upon the U.S. Govern-
ment to show that the loss occurred
through the misconduct, fraud, or negli-
gence of the agent, official, or servant of
the aggrieved person.

Mr. JAVITS. I should like to ask the
Senator from Ohio one further guestion,
which he may or may not answer, as
he chooses. May we have some idea as
to why the Senator felt that the amend-
ment as to negligence was important?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Under the present
law, the U.S. Government, in guarantee-
ing the loss incurred in a housing project
or a business, was relieved of respon-
sibility if and when it was able to show
that the loss resulted from fraud or mis-
conduct on the part of the agents, offi-
cials, or servants of the borrowing
company.
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I added the word “negligence” because
I did not believe that the Government
should be responsible, when it could
prove that the loss resulted from the
negligence of the borrower. Unless we
include the word “negligence,” there is
practically ironclad responsibility de-
volving upon the U.S. Government. I
did not think that should be.

Mr, JAVITS. One other question, if
the Senator from Ohio will bear with
me, because it should prove to be helpful.
What the underwriters and investors are
deeply concerned about is, Where is the
line drawn between negligence and bad
judgment in a particular matter? Per-
haps A might claim inadequate admin-
istration of a particular department, be-
cause of the fact that particular people
who are put on the job were not so bright
as they should be, although they acted
in complete good faith and were per-
fectly legitimate employees of substance
and capacity. In other words, who is to
determine the line between negligence
and bad business judgment or bad dis-
cretion, used in making a certain deci-
gion? That, I think, is what is worrying
those people. If we could spell out some
standard, it would be helpful.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The word “miscon-
duct” is a word of art. “Fraud” has a
distinet definition. The definition of
“negligence” is known by every lawyer.
If we can logically and understandably
include the words “fraud” and “miscon-
duet,” it follows as a matter of logic that
no impediment arises when we include
the word “negligence.” If a trial were
to be had, the court would define what
“fraud” meant; what “misconduct”
meant; and what “negligence” means.

My understanding is that “negligence”
means that a person has failed to do
what a reasonably prudent person would
have done, or has done what a reasonably
prudent person would not have done un-
der the circumstances. That is my
understanding of the definition of
“negligence.”

Mr, JAVITS. Does the Senator be-
lieve that an underwriter would dare to
underwrite or would dare to make a loan
with that as the standard in the law, in
view of the fact that that is a defense
which could be invoked by the United
States against anybody? It takes a trial
and a jury decision in order to prove it;
and the jury decision could go either
way.

May I give the Senator an example?
Suppose I wish to invest in a housing
loan. Suppose I send some operatives to
investigate, and they fail to look at some
bookkeeping analysis or some particular
title analysis, and I say, “That is not
negligence. My people looked at some
other piece of paper, that told them the
same thing, or they took the word of a
person operating a particular savings
and loan association.”

But the U.S. Government replies, “We
are sorry, sir, but we do not pay. That
is negligence. It has to go to trial, and
the jury may decide “Yes’ or ‘No".”

Is it not a fact that an underwriter
who follows the established standard or

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

rule in regard to negligence in connec-
tion with torts will not be inhibited at all
from going into these risk guarantees?

Mr. LAUSCHE. The term “negligence”
is applicable to business operations just
as it is to tort actions. The director of
a corporation can become liable on two
bases: one, because of violation of a
trust obligation; the other, because of
the perpetration of negligence.

Mr. JAVITS. He can because of gross
negligence. A corporate officer or direc-
tor cannot be held for other than gross
negligence.

Mr. LAUSCHE. That may be the law
of New York, but it is not the law of
Ohio. There is a Federal law on the
subjeect.

However, from the standpoint of trials
or practicality, what difference is there
between proving fraud or misconduct or
negligence? In any case it becomes an
issue, and must be proved.

Mr. JAVITS. I think fraud is dis-
honesty. Misconduct is generally con-
sidered a violation of some ethical or
legal obligation. The word “misconduct”
is rather loosely construed, but appar-
ently the underwriting community has
accepted this definition. But negli-
gence—as we learn from the decisions of
juries every day—can be interpreted in
one way or the other; and after the jury
has decided, no one can argue about it.

Let me ask this question of the Senator
from Ohio: Should it develop, as a prac-
tical matter, that the concept the Sena-
tor from Ohio has of the law on this
question is not quite in accord with the
legal situation, would he then give con-
sideration to adding the words “gross
negligence” or some other phrase or
clause which would help—although it
would not necessarily be considered here,
because we cannot do research work on
it here? I am referring only to the sit-
uation based upon checking back on the
Senator’s views as to the law.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I regret to say this;
but if we allow the bankers to determine
what will be included in the bill, nothing
will be in it, for they want to receive
the interest, and they want the Govern-
ment to assume the obligation. But I do
not think the Government should assume
the obligation in cases in which the loss
resulted from fraud, misconduct, or

negligence.
Mr. JAVITS. Yes; but we want the
bankers to invest——

Mr. LAUSCHE. But they are saying,
“We will not invest unless you do as we
say.” But that does not mean to me that
we are obligated to follow the course they
request.

I shall be glad to consider this matter
at a later date.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator
from Ohio. I think we have opened up
the subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment, as amended.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I have
an amendment, although I shall not call
it up now. But it may become applica=
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ble the next time this subject comes be-
fore us. In short, many U.S. citizens of
Yugoslav ancestry have claims against
the Yugoslav Government, but the Yugo-
slav Government has disregarded them
or has paid no attention to them. My
amendment contemplates requiring a
showing by the Yugoslav Government in
the future, if it wishes to receive our help,
that it has made a legitimate effort to
settle these claims. At this time I shall
not call up my amendment; but I shall
call it up next year or the following year,
if some favorable action is not taken by
the Yugoslav Government on these
claims.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed
to the committee amendment, as
amended, the question is on agreeing to
the committee amendment, as amended,
in the nature of a substitute.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on the engrossment of
the amendment and the third reading
of the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is, Shall the bill pass?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on this
question, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I shall
vote for this foreign aid bill. I believe
it is a much sounder bill now than it
was as it came out of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee.

May I say that I am glad that the bill
was not referred back to the commit-
tee for further revision. Instead, the
Senate has been operating as a de facto
Committee of the Whole for the past 3
weeks. This has enabled each of us to
become much better informed about this
important piece of legislation and also
about the entire foreign aid program.
And this is a very good thing. One of
the unfortunate dispositions into which
the Senate has fallen is the tendency
to take too much for granted the judg-
ment of its committees. I believe that
great weight should be given to the col-
lective judgment of the members of the
committees, because by and large the
staffs and the members of the commit-
tees have devoted considerably miore
time to the legislation before them than
have other Members of the Senate. But
there are many Members of the Senate
not members of a committee whose back-
ground and expertise with respect fo
some of the problems considered by a
committee are superior to the knowledge
possessed by some of the members of
the committee; and these Members
should be given greater consideration
when they speak out on these problems
and, particularly, when they offer
amendments to the bills which have been
processed by the committees.

For too long now the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee has been operating in a
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world of its own. I do not say this in
criticism of the committee. I say it in
criticism of the Senate itself. Too many
Members have been disposed to regard
matters of foreign relations and foreign
trade as matters beyond the understand-
ing and appreciation of the average
Member of the Senate who is not a mem-
ber of the committee. This disposition
has, I fear, lulled us into a false sense
of well-being over legislation affecting
our foreign affairs, and particularly the
foreign aid authorization bills into which
policy changes, entirely within the prop-
er purview of the Congress, might here-
tofore have wisely been written.

The result has been an increasing
awareness on the part of the taxpayers,
who are paying the bill, that Congress
has not been doing as good a job as it
should. Thanks to the free press and the
alertness of some of our Members, the
abuses, waste, and unsound practices
which have inexcusably occurred in the
conduct of the foreign aid programs have
been brought home to the people who
sent us here to represent them. Sooner
or later, the pressure had to build up to
a breaking point, and the breaking point
has occurred this year over this bill.

I do not say that we now have a per-
fect bill. But I do say that we have a
much better bill than we had 3 weeks
ago. And I trust that when it is taken
to conference, the Senate conferees will
stand very firm on the amendments
which have been made. Actually, my
estimate is that the House conferees will
be most happy to accept most of the
amendments. And I wish to sound a
warning that the conferees had better
bring back a conference report which
contains most of these hard-considered
amendments if it wishes to have the con-
ference report agreed to by the Senate.
The people we represent recognize that
we have been giving voice to their con-
cerns and their desires through the
adoption of these amendments, and I do
not believe that they will be satisfied at
all if the opposition to them by non-
elected officials of the State Department
prevails, It is these officials who are
working for the taxpayers—not vice
versa.

The authorization limit has been re-
duced to some $3.8 billion—a substantial
reduction from the $4.2 billion brought
out by the Foreign Relations Committee
and a very substantial reduction over the
$4.9 billion requested by the President in
his so-called “frugal budget” presented
early this year in the amount of $98.8
billion. It is still some $300 million over
the House bill, but only $100 million un-
der the amount appropriated for the last
fiscal year. I see no reason why anyone
should be concerned over the reduction
made by the Senate. In fact, even with
this figure I must say I am not entirely
satisfled, because I am greatly concerned
over the committed and unexpended
funds currently in the foreign aid pro-
gram pipeline. Many taxpayers do not
know about this, and I believe they should
be made fully aware of it.

According to the Agency for Interna-
tional Development, as of June 30, 1963,
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the total unliquidated commitments
amounted to more than $6.3 billion, in-
cluding nearly $4 billion earmarked for
economic assistance programs, $2.3 bil-
lion for military assistance, and some
$153 million in the special reserve and
revolving funds—table A, It should be
noted that of the $4 billion for economic
assistance, there is the sum of $358 mil-
lion for supporting assistance. Ninety-
four countries are listed in this com-
mitted but unexpended fund pipeline—
table B.

I can readily see why there must be
some funds in that pipeline: We should
and must take care of our obligations.
It is my understanding that if the agreed
provisions under which an activity is un-
dertaken are not met, if the conditions
which generated U.S. undertaking of an
activity change materially, or if the final
cost of a project is less than originally
provided for, funds may be deobligated
and used for some other purpose. I un-
derstand that in fiscal year 1963, about
$30 million in economic assistance funds
were deobligated and used in the pro-
gram; this is less than one-half of 1
percent of the total economic assistance
pipeline. I have been told that about $50
million additional funds were also de-
obligated, but not used, and as a result,
will either revert to the Treasury or be
reappropriated by the Congress fo meet
the needs of the fiscal year 1964 pro-
gram.

ATD says that it does not believe that
& substantial amount of fiscal year 1964
funds will remain unobligated at the end
of the fiscal year 1964—and if the Con-
gress continues to cut the foreign aid
program, this could be true. But out-
side of that, AID has cited three central
reasons why there might be some funds
left unobligated and I believe these
reasons are pertinent to the discussions
going on now on the Senate floor:

1. We hope that it would not be necessary
to use all of the contingency funds. We will
be able to return $117 milllon of the $250
million appropriated for the fiscal year 1963
contingency fund.

If this much is to be returned for the
last fiscal year, then the $175 million we
have authorized by amendment for this
fund would still be excessive.

2. The foreign aid program utilizes many
hundreds of accounts. By law, none of these
accounts may be overdrawn. Prudent man-
agement requires that we plan to leave small
balances in each of these accounts. The sum
of these small balances is a significant
amount.

3. We will not obligate funds unless re-
clplent countries undertake self-help and
reform measures, and successfully meet the
conditions of other criterla upon which pro-
vision of U.S. assistance is based. We may
earmark funds for use in a certain activity,
contingent on whether the recipient effec-
tively takes agreed upon steps. If some
progress is made, but at the end of the fiscal
year the recipient is not able to successfully
complete the necessary steps, we will not
obligate the funds for that activity, and there
will not be sufficlent time to prudently under-
take another activity. Thus these funds will
not be obligated.

21955

That last reason brings us to the meat
of the problem: How long are we to leave
these funds in the pipeline?

In examining the AID's country-by-
country report on the “status of loan
agreements,” as of June 30, 1963, I find
that there were a total of 127 loan agree-
ments into which we had entered into
during or before 1960 and of which there
still remained unliquidated balances. It
seems that those funds should be moving,
especially when some go back as far as
1953. On February 6, 1953, we entered
into a loan agreement with the Instituto
De Acueductos y Alcantarillados Nacio-
nales of Panama for financing a water
supply and sewerage system. The
amount of loan agreement was $6 million,
To date, not one cent of that loan has
been made to that Panama institution.

What is the reason for this and for the
others? If conditions have not been
met, then those funds should be released
for other activities. Or are these so-
called “small” loans to be piled up in-
definitely?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that tables A and B, and a table C
setting forth examples of old loan agree-
ments and amounts disbursed thereunder
be placed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

TasLE A.—Foreign assistance program (miut-
tual security), preliminary June 30, 1983,
unliguidated commitments

[In thousands of dollars]
ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE

Budgeted programs:

Development loans.._.._..__. 2,170, 047
Development grants:
General authorization______ 3563, 987
Special forelgn currency
POEIGEIN, ) & i i Y =2 2,780
Burveys of investment opportu-
nities 303
Alliance for Progress:
Loans 280,371
AN o e 56,102
Inter-American program for
soclial progress___.__ _______. 47, 227
Soclal Progress Trust Fund.____ 335, 000
International organizations..... 133, 985
Supporting istance 358, 130
Contingency fund......—cceee-- 210, 093
Administrative expenses, AID___ 7,738
Administrative expenses, State_. 779
Chilean reconstruction...__._.__. 17, 765
Total budgeted programs._.. 3, 988, 404
MILITARY ASSISTANCE !
Grant aid 2, 263, 500
Bales Program. e 69, 600
Total military assistance. 2,333, 100
Grand total economic and
military assistance..... 6, 316, 504
Bpecial reserve and revolving
funds:
Acquisition of property______- 569
Investment guarantees._——--- 152, 231
Total special reserve and
revolving funds......_- 162, 790

1 Preliminary June 80, 1063, data not avail-
able; figures shown represent estimates
shown in budget document.
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TasLe B —Foreign assistance (mutual se-
curity) program by countries! (including
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TasLE B.—Foreign assistance, et¢.—Con.

[In millions of dollars]
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TasLE B.—Foreign assistance, etc.—Con.
[In millions of dollars]

military and ic assistance) Unliquidated Unliquidated
ESTIMATED UNLIQUIDATED BALANCES AS OF Developing countries—Con. balances balances
JUNE 30, 1963 Morocco 53.5 Europe, Japan, and other developed
[In millions of dollars] Nepal =S 5.6 countries (all military assist-
Unliquidated b - S e R e B 11.9 ance with the exception of $16,-
Developing countries: Nt pes Niger. 1.9 700,000 in Spain)—Con.
Afghanistan_ . ___________ 56.8 Nigeria 43.0 af o b 61.3
Algeria EET 1.6 Pakistan._.__ 340.3 United Kingdom______________ S 3.5
Argentina. 107.6 Panama — 233
Bolivia 52.0  PArABUAY- : Total Europe, Japan and other
Brazil 93.1 PO 60.2 developed countries________ 635. 7
Burma 24.4 Phillppines. - -.ooooooiionans 44.1 Regional and nonregional—Eco-
Burundi i) ™ 3. 1 nomie assistance:
Cambodia 44. 8 2'8 Development grants- ... ..__.__ 46.1
ST I Tt O A 12.8 34 Social progress trust fund________  3835.0
Central African  Republie_______- .8 12.8 International organizations___.__ 109.0
Ceylon o 15' 2 Administrative expenses—AID____ 7 e
Chad 1.8 8. (9 T A S S S i S 18.4
Chile =7 70.8 19.2
China, Republic o:!..___..__---_..-- 284.6 131' 8 Total regional and nonre-
Colombia = 91.0 1- 4 gional—Economic assist-
Congo (Brazzaville) . .. .9 ' SRR SR RS S e T 516.2
‘Congo (Léopoldville) ____________ 32.8 Trinidad and Tobago-- - ccceeaee 13.5 T
Costa Rica___ 2] 189 Tunisia . _____________ 76.4  Regional, nonregional and adjust-
Cyprus 4 3.2  Turkey - 436.7 ments—Military assistance:
Dahomey 1.8 DRRRdRE e e 5.8  Regional and nonregional ________ 248.4
Dominican Republit. cccececaaaa 30.2 United Arab Republic. e 83.1 Adjustment of undelivered pro-
Ecuador 83.1 Upper Volta -] .6 (7o o ¥ I S TR G —B85.6
El Salvador 23.0 G o e e e M 8.5 - —
Ethiopia_ Lt — 32.8 Ver 1 e 63.3 Total regional, nonreglonal
Stabon -8 yietnam Y 160. 6 and adjustments—Military
Ghana___ 82.1 Yemen 4.6 assistance 162.8
Greece 800.0 Yugos‘l;;i-s: ---------------------- lB‘ 3 TR
e B e a a ig:g s D LR A e 11.7 Total unliquidated balances-- 6,316.5
Haitl = 4.8 Others—undistributed classified *The country amounts are composed of
R R B 9.3 T e e e i 267.5 the following:
Tceland -1 el (1) Bconomic assistance: Undisbursed au-
India .. B815.6 Total developing countries... 5,001.8 thorized loans and unliquidated obligations.
Indonesia. 50.1 ======  (Preliminary, Aug. 16, 1963.)
Iran - _ 117.4 Europe, Japan, and other developed (2) Military istance: Estimated value
Iraqg---- - 1.3 countries (all military asslst- of goods programed but not delivered, since
69.9 ance with the exception of $16,- unpald obligations/reservations are not
3.8 700,000 in Spain): avallable by countries. (Congressional pres-
4.9 e - e N DA e g g entation.)
15.9 Belgium ~ A 24.0 ? Less than $50,000.
426. 4 TeAnRk 85.2 *This adjustment reduces the total pro-
zgg Prarce 41,1 ¢gramed and undelivered amounts for mili-
415 Germany (Berlin) S e o .1 tary assistance included in the country bal-
45 Italy CAGe 132, 9 @nces, as expected In footnote 1(2) above,
B Japan = 77.9 to the total estimated unpald obligations/
4.7 NECHRERBHRS = a o e T g7.3 reservations for military assistance as re-
6.2 New Zealand =gl .8 flected in the congressional presentation.
.1 Norway e - _101.0 Nore—No new countries are proposed for
19.2 Portugal - 32.6 ald in fiscal year 1064.
Country and purpose Date of loan | Loan amount Loan dis- Country and purpose Date of loan | Loan amount Loan dis-
agreement t agreement bursement
e 1ction T me P o May 22,1050 | $5,000,000.00 | $4, 662, 890,31 % “th;n 0 Samh). 45 Mar. 31,1959 | $2, 000, $653,
a; o , 662, 890, men! ar. 31, , 000, 000,
Gt f v 10| 100000 | | g Tl e | L e
oI assistance. . .. coooaus a; 4 , 000, 000, , 083, 131, m 1 i .
nevelnpmgn Bank oo Ap: 10,1959 | 1,760,000.00 | 1,423,302.30 || Soeciete Nationale Tunisienne de Cel- ) CYRTNOL T
Government of Poland: Commodity lulese (Tunisia): Pulp @metory.______ May 13,1959 6, 250, 000.00 | 5, 855 996.33
ist June 10, 1950 6, 000,000.00 | 5,807,440.15 || Societe Nationale des Chemins de fes
Government of Spain: Railway re- Tunisians (Tunisia): National rail-
habilitation June 5,1950 | 14,900,000.00 | 9,800,021 55 ways May 27,1950 |  2,750,000.00 | 2,410, 169.20
Government of Yugosla Govu'n.mont of Tunisia: Irrigation
i Nov. 12,1957 | 73,700,000,00 | 72, 210, 799. 03 s S A Tl Oet. 11,1960 | 18,000,000.00 | 1,965,779.54
May 22, 1058 | 46, 900. 000. 00 | 46, 153, 566. 83 Govemmmt of Ceylon:
Fertilizerplant.__________________| Jan. 8,1050 | 22 500,000.00 | 21,0686, 301. 18 lilghwn:r rehabilitation Bept. 3, 1958 726, 689, 700. 00
Project assi Mar. 10,1959 | 69, 200,000.00 | 57,923, 809. 52 assistance. .. ... -| Mar, 25, 1950 3,320,000.00 | 1,243,382.32
Commodity assistance__._______._ Apr. 14,1950 | 7,700,000.00 | 7,350,403.86 || = @ DO oo Bept. 23,1950 |  6,000,000.00 | 2,932,138, 81
Electrie power. _____.._ ----| Nov, 25,1959 9, 000, 600, 00 , 282, 11 Govemmant of Greece: Fertilizer
Hydroelectric power_ rga = 17,1956 | 15,000,000.00 | 7,115, 126. 34 L Ve T el SRy e S St b Jan. 28,1069 | 12,000,000.00 | 11,790, 884, 04
Zagreb plastics......... ---| Sept. 16,1960 | 23,000, 000.00 | 21,207, 127. Public Power Cotp. (Greece): Hydro-
Liberian- almarwan Agrlcu]ttu'nl & electrleplant. . o] Jan. 29,1960 | 31,000,000.00 | 5,047, 597. 59
Industrial C : Sawmill project__.| Dec. 16,1958 190, 000. 00 164,036, 61 || Government of Iran: Commodity as-
Government of Libya: sist Oct. 10,1958 | 2,500,000.00 | 2,444, 008.35
Electric pwerplam _______________ 3,500,000.00 | 3,137,944.51 || Industrial & Mi Development
e i e 5, 000, 000. 00 | 4, 700, 405, 59 Bank of Iran; lopment Bank..| Nov. 19, 1059 5,200, 000. 00 | 1,573, 145.37
Government of Morocco: : Project assist-
fon projeet ... ... 23, 000, 000. 00 | 5, 158, 208. 94 Aug. 25,1958 3, 600, 000. 00 | 2,114, 425.32
Commod ity assistance. 20, 000, 000, 00 | 19, 913, 609, 19 Dec. 17,1058 | 18,872,000. 00 | 16, 697, 816, 67
Commod ity and gnjwt 29, 900, 000, 00 | 29, 436, 304. 08
Commopdity . 15, 000, 000. 00 | 13,821, 911 20 May 12,1959 | 10,000,000.00 | 8,328,002 09
Do 20, 000, 000. 00 | 18, 486, 912, 11




Country and purpose Date ofloan | Loan amount | Loan dis- Country and purpose Date of loan | Loan amount | Loan dis-
agreement bursement agreement bursement
Government of India: (Chi.ua Ghins Development Corp.: -
Project assistance_ ... .eeeeeeeooo.| June 28, 1957 ($234, 100, 000. 00 |$215,022,977.06 || Development bank.. oo oooeeeeo.o. Mar, 24,1960 | $10, 000, 000.00 | $3, 140, 835, 80
0 --| June 30,1958 | 20,000, 000.00 | 12, 486, 548, 41 {u wnn Telecommunications
Do, ---| Nov. 38,1068 | 35,100,000.00 | 32,018, 100. 48 Adm istration: Telecommunica-
Do. Apr, 27,1050 | 120, 700, 000. 00 | 54,348,335.83 || tions. - ocoeeee - do. 2,000,000.00 | 1,962, 451.99
Sharavathi hydroelectric plant____| June 80,1960 |  8,400,000.00 | 3, 521,624.91 {Ublm) Taiwan Power Co.: Nanpu
(Ind!a} Ahmadsbad El ty Co tHermal POWET. . - emmem e rn e s Sept. 30,1960 | 14, 010, 000.00 | 13, 542, B27, 85
8, 900,000,00 | 3,754,874.07 || Government of Indonesia:
Commodity assistance. ._...._.._. June 15,1059 450, 000, 00 446, 167. 74
3, 800,000.00 | 2,805, 024.12 Rallway rehabllitation____________ June 20, 1959 3,000,000.00 | 2,581,200, 35
30, 000, 000.00 | 14, 237, 082. 41 Harbor devel do. 6, 000, 000, 00 985, 195, 81
20, 000, 000,00 | 11,372,389.25 || Government of Kores: Telecommu-
1, 600,000.00 | 1,122 635,01 icati Apr. B8,1950 3, 500, 000.00 | 3, 460, 163. 84
mﬁam Z)an 2, 500, 000, 00 468,725.86 || (Korea) Oriental Chemical Industry:
'way loan. . ... 50,000, 000,00 | 41, 854, 900, 81 Boda ash plant Dec. 11,1959 5, 600, 000, 00 208, 150. 00
Capll.al squipmnt. 25, 000, 000. 00 | 21, 388, 979. 77 (Komn! Korem:l Remna‘tructlon Bank:
Btoe cfm ______________________ 25, 000, 000. 00 | 19,911, 071. 13 Apr. 12,1060 5, 000, 000, 00 50T, 130, 16
([ndm In ust.rlal Finance Corp.: Fedemtlon of Mslayn
Develoj Iiﬁlm ................. Dec. 17,1060 | 10,000,000.00 | 4,648, 036.70 Wharfage dations. Mar, 18,1050 | 10,000,000.00 | 8, 500,171 44
(Indin) ns‘tnn Chemicals & Fer- Roads and bridges. ...l do. 10, 000, 000. 00 | 6,778, 511. 80
: Trombay fertilizer plant....| Dee. 29,1960 | 30, 000,000.00 | 21,182, 272,71 (I’hiﬁppinus) Cent:a] Bank of Philip-
nn} z&’m Elecl.ric Power: % es: Small industry loan fund_____| May 610560 5,000, 000.00 | 1,287,113.562
Electric power project. - --.--v-mv-- June 51860 | 1,200, 000.00 B804, 868.00 || (P ﬂlppinas] Mindanao Portland
Jordnn Phusphato Mines: Phosphate Cement Co.: Cement plant __ ______ Oct. 26,1050 3, 700,000.00 | 3,579, 582,32
Oct. 26,1059 1, 500, 000. 00 | 1,269, 026. 36 (Phﬂlppinw\)ﬂml’ulp&l’awm
(Lehanon ue de Credit Agricole, Pulp and paper mill_.____. July 10,1959 100, 000. 00 59, 589.75
dus! auo.ier Development Government of Philip
m .............................. May 4,1960 | 5,000,000.00 | 3,193,645.56 || _and bridges FehObINEAEID. . eereo.| Jume 20,1050 | 18,750,000.00 | 6,350, 652. 05
{Lehanon) Bociete puu.r L’Industrie Government of Thalland:
plant_| Nov. 8, 1060 400, 000. 00 869, 590. 05 Project June 28,1057 | 10,000,000.00 | 9,672 867.14
Gommment of Nepnl Gommodlty Telecommunications projects. .__.| June 27,1958 ,000,000,00 | 3,000,947, 20
July 20,1960 1, 000, 000. 00 166,151. 00 || (Thailand) Metropolitan Electricity
JLuthority Electric power expan-
Mar. 6,1958 | 23, 600,000.00 22,398,442.47 sion the Mar. 6,1950 | 20,000,000.00 | 12,974, 942, 32
June 30, 1958 &, 500, 000. 00 Government of Vietnam: Telecom-
_| Feb. 18,1059 | 9,100, 000.00 5\, 723, 313 20 munieations project. - ----oo-mouo-- June 28,1958 | 3,300,000.00 | 1,138, 082, 40
(Vietnam) Vietnam Railway Bystem:
BaWEYS. Aung. 10,1060 9,700,000.00 | 1,604,047 52
Land do. 15,200, 000,00 | 14,6901,603.27 || (Vietnam) Saigon-Cholon Water Dis-
Govsm.mnnt. ot Pnkl.stan Karnafuli tribution Bystem: Water distribu-
mult ..do 20,250, 000,00 | 17,817,006.85 || _tion s BN Nov. 2,1960 | 17,500,000.00 | 1,264,304, 25
('Pnklstan) Weat Paklstan Water & Government of Bolivia: Runway con-
Power Devc]opmant Authm'ity - T e e DR TR T Oct. 22,1059 1,500, 000. 00 | 1,058,028 47
Power -=-do. 14, 700, 000,00 | 10,301, 143,76 || Government of Brazil: Project assist-
Government of Pakistan ............................... Dee. 31,1066 | 117, 805, 000. 00 | 84,472, 202 50
BSecondary transmission srid.....-- June 29,1950 | 23,000, 000.00 | 14, 634, 520, 60 Guvurnment of Ch[ie. Project assist-
Puﬂlncu.ltm ............. July 10,1959 2, 000, 000. 00 23.188.56 || ance..... i Apr. 29,1057 850, 000. 00 605, 724. 58
Inland waterways. Sept. 12,1050 |  1,750,000.00 | 1,430,561.12 || = Do T ITTIITTIITTITTT Dec. 27,1057 | 27, 680, 000. 00 | 25, 460, 812, 53
(Paklstan) PICl(.- (2d) Devo]np- Mrport ____________________ May 20, 1059 000. 00 108, 237. 00
T S e Jan. 15,1960 | 10,000,000.00 | 9,131, 011.49 Airport constrastion {Pud.ahuel).. Iuly 19,1960 | 10, 500, 000. 00 |- omemeemneee o
Government of Pakistan: Government of Colombis:
Rallway rehabilitation Jan, 16,1960 | 22,000,000.00 | 21, 905, 688, 58 Project assistance . _________._____ Feb. 4,1068 240,000.00 | 11,141,810.88
Indus water system___ Bept. 16,1960 | 70, 000, 000. 00 | 55, 090, 129. 00 0. May 29,1959 3,140 000, 00 v
(Syria) Industrial Develop. : Government of Costa Rica: Project
velopment baok. - oo omeem Aug. 15,1960 500, 000, 00 198, 500. 00 Apr. 29,1957 2,000,000.00 | 1,496,320,63
(Byria) osts, Telegraphs & Tele- Government of Ecuador:
hones Administration: Telecom- Project assistance. ... Apr. 80,1067 | 2,000,000, 00 , 682,
jons Oct. 3, 1060 2, 500, 000. 00 119, 916. 87 0, Nov 12,1958 880, 000. 00 654, 120, 16
(Turkey) Indusirial Development Highway construction Mar. 23,1950 |  4,700,000.00 | 3,058, 162.98
Bank: Development bank_ ... ___ Sept. 12,1958 | 10, 000, 000.00 | 8, 085, 243. 67 0. Nov. 6,1950 4,004,012. 71 3, 908, 616. 51
(‘I‘urkey) Turk omur Islemeliri (Guatemala) Banco de Guatemala;
ing ties. - .- Apr. 30,1850 | 14,500,000.00 | 6,035, 856.10 Rubber production. -eea| Aug. 17,1050 5, 000, 000. 00 750, 000. 00
(Turl ) "ETIBANK: Electric poOWEr Government of Haiti: Irrigation______ May 28, 1950 ,300, 00000 | 4,251, 477. 81
........................ Jan. 21,1960 7,000, 000,00 | 2 501,718 40 Oovwnment of Honduras: Highway
Govemment of Turkey: Railway con- davalcp ........................ May 16,1058 5,000,000.00 | 4,560,902, 51
............................ Dec. 13,1960 6, 000, 000. 00 792,482, 24 (Il ]% Emprm Nacional de
(Unltad Arab Repubiio-l]::&ypt) Indus- nuﬁla : Canaveral hydro-
velopment Develop- electric Sept. 9,1960 2,800,000.00 | 1,786,014.42
mnn ......................... Aug. 31,1960 6, 000, 000. 00 14,123, 00 (N}mrw Nacional de
(Ui Reg.lbnn- t) Ad Luzt - l{!o tuma hydroelec- L
fina Por L’ Exportation de ‘abric- tric June 30, 1960 2, 500,000.00 | 1,077, 061
stlon des uits: o Republic of Panama: Feeder roads....| Nov, 10, 1960 5, 300, 000. 00 2 874, mn
frooxing plant. .- oo e Oct, . 7,1960 200, 000. 00 130, 680.08 || (Panama) Instituto De Acuedictos y
(United Arab Rupubii&Eiﬁypt) Al Alcantarillados Nn{!iona]es Water
asr Co: P Nov. 28,1060 6,700, 000.00 | 6,277, 536.83 supply and sewerage If ....... Feb. 6,1053 6,000, 000.00 |- occnoaccanana
Government of Burma: chamma;nt of Peru: Highway con- 4
Project assist e Mar, 21,1957 | 17,300,000.00 | 7,985, 247, 65 struction Dee. 10,1060 4, 500, 000. 00 820, 885.46
poo ot RN e AR, L do 25, 000, 000. 00 | 11, 680, 633. 86 (‘Uraguay) Administracion General
Do. May 29,1058 | 10,000,000.00 | 4,933, 546.74 Unimas Electricas y Los
Do Aug. 12,1960 800, 000. 00 ‘ De Estado: Telephone
Republic of China: sr!“am = Sept. 38,1059 8,800,000.00 | 6,844,876, 57
Multi; dam.. Nov. 10,1958 | 21, 500, 000. 00 | 20, 439, 819. 71
1st Nov. 12,1858 3,082,371.52 | 3,026,024.34

Source: “Agency for International Develop t

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr., President, I
share the concern which many Members

Status of Loan Agr

ts,” as of June 30, 1963, Office of the Controller, AID,

of this body have expressed over the last
few days as to the provisions of H.R. 7885.
There is much in this bill with which I
find myself in direct opposition both as
to the basic idea underlying the program
and the performance with which the
program has been implemented. It has
long been my view that our foreign aid
program is both improperly conceived
and inefficiently implemented.

Even the most rabid supporters of the
foreign aid program have been reluc-
tantly forced to the view that a major

overhaul is in order. One of the strong-
est supporters of the foreign aid program
stated on the Senate floor recently:

The question calls for a national commis-
sion on the highest possible level to reexam-
ine the foreign ald program of the United
States and recommend how it may be re-
oriented and remain effective. I would very
much favor such action, but that is a far
cry from dismantling the program at this
stage.

I am of the opinion that the report
issued in March of this year by the Pres-
ident’s specially appointed committee,
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commonly referred to as the Clay Com-
mittee, offers fo Congress a unique op-
portunity at this time to be instrumental
in reassessing the foreign aid program.
The Clay Committee was appointed on
the highest official level, and its conclu-
sions and recommendations should be
carefully considered by the Members of
Congress. And yet, few, if any, of its
recommendations have been included in
the bill which is now pending before this
body.

Mr. President, I request the attention
of my colleagues to one specific portion
of H.R. 7885, concerning which too little
has been said. The provision to which
I make reference is section 402 of the
foreign aid bill. This provision would
authorize the President to give the bene-
fit of U.S. trade agreement reductions
in tariff duties to products imported
from Communist countries when: First,
he determines such treatment would be
“important to the national interest”;
second, he determines such treatment
would promote “independence” of the
Communist countries “from domination
or control by international commu-
nism”; and, third, he reports these de-
terminations and his reasons to the Con-
gress.

To understand the reason for the in-
clusion of this provision in the foreign
aid bill, it is necessary to briefly dis-
cuss the background of the tariff legisla-
tion with which it is concerned.

The basic tariff act setting forth the
duties applicable to goods imported into
the United States is the Tariff Act of
1930. Under the Trade Agreements Act
of 1934, and the 11 extensions of that
act, the President was authorized to re-
duce the rates of duty set forth in the
Tariff Act of 1930. Most rates of duty
have been reduced one or more times
and the majority of them have been re-
duced several times. The total impact
of these duty reductions has been to
lower the ad valorem equivalent of U.S.
duties from approximately 50 percent in
1930 to about 12 percent in 1962,

Under a provision of the trade agree-
ments law, known as the most-favored-
nation rule, tariff reductions granted by
the United States to one country are
uniformly applicable to goods imported
from other countries. The most-
favored-nation clause is customarily
found in treaties of friendship, com-
merce, and navigation and in reciprocal
trade agreements. Under a most-
favored-nation clause, each of the con-
tracting countries promises to give to the
other contracting countries tariff treat-
ment as good as it accords to any third
country, subject to specified exceptions
in most instances.

The Congress enacted the most fa-
vored-nation rule into the Trade Agree-
ments Act of 1934 by providing that the
duties proclaimed by the President un-
der the act should apply uniformly to
articles brought into the United States
from the country with which the par-
ticular agreement is made and from
other countries generally. One quali-
fication of the policy of equal tariff treat-
ment based on the principle of the most-
favored-nation clause stems from a pro-
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vision of the Trade Agreements Act of
1934 authorizing the President to sus-
pend the application of trade agreement
rates of duty to products of countries
which discriminate against the com-
merce of the United States or which pur-
sue policies tending to defeat the pur-
poses of the Trade Agreements Act. Un-
der this particular provision, reduced
trade agreement rates on duties were
withheld in pre-World War II years from
imports of German products.

Despite these particular exceptions,
the State Department in years past has
persuaded the President that it would
serve & useful purpose for U.S. trade
agreement concessions to be made avail-
able to Yugoslavia and Poland. In re-
cent years, articles imported from those
countries have received the benefit of
all U.S. tariff rate reductions,

Congress, in enacting the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962, which substantially
replaced the prior Trade Agreements
Act, directed that the benefit of U.S.
tariff reductions not be made available
to any Communist country. Unfortu-
nately, section 231 of the Trade Expan-
sion Act of 1962, in directing the Pres-
ident to withdraw the benefit of trade
agreement tariff reductions from Yugo-
slavia and Poland, used the words “as
soon as practicable.” These words have
been seized upon and used to effectively
thwart the stated intention of Congress
in adopting section 231 of the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962. Notwithstanding
the fact that the 1962 act became effec-
tive on October 11, 1962, the State De-
partment has taken absolutely no ac-
tion to withdraw the benefit of all our
trade agreemenf concessions from Yu-
goslavia and Poland.

In March of this year, some 5 months
after the effective date of the Trade
Expansion Act of 1962, I wrote letters to
the Chairman of the Tariff Commission,
the Secretary of Commerce, and the Sec-
retary of State to find out what steps, if
any, had been taken pursuant to section
231 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962.
Mr, Ben Dorfman, Chairman of the U.S.
Tariff Commission replied as follows:

Dear SENATOR THURMOND: This is in re-
sponse to your letter of March 9, 1963, in
which you ask what steps, if any, the Presi-
dent has taken pursuant to section 231 of
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 with regard
to imports from any country or area under
Communist domination or control.

SBection 257(e) (2) of the Trade Expansion
Act provides that action taken by the Presi-
dent under section 6 of the Trade Agree-
ments Extension Act of 1851, and in effect on
the date of enactment of the Trade Expan-
sion Act, shall be consldered as having been
taken by the President under section 231,
Therefore, products of all countries or areas
designated by the President pursuant to sec-
tion 6 as being under Communist domina-
tion or control, continue to be excluded from
the benefits of most-favored-nation rates of
duty by operation of section 257.

Products of Poland and Yugoslavia con-
tinue to receive most-favored-nation tariff
treatment. Although no formal steps have
been taken by our Government to discon-
tinue this treatment, it is understood that
the matter is under advisement by the ad-
ministration. Section 231 provides that such
action shall be taken "as soon as practicable.”
The Commission is not advised as to the fac-
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tors which make it “impracticable” to take
such action at this time.
Sincerely yours,
BEN DORFMAN,
Chairman,

The Secretary of Commerce, the Hon-
orable Luther H. Hodges, replied as fol-
lows:

Dear SewaTor THURMOND: I refer to your
letter of March 9, 1963, concerning section
231 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962,
which deals with most-favored-nation
treatment of imports from Communist-domi-
nated countries or areas.

This is a matter which directly Involves
our treaty relationships with other nations,
and which therefore is of direct and imme-
diate concern to the Department of State.
That Department presently has under ad-
visement the steps to be taken to carry out
section 231, and I am forwarding a copy
of your letter to Secretary Rusk, with the
request that he furnish you full information
concerning the matter,

With best wishes,

Sincerely yours,
LurHER H, HODGES,
Secretary of Commerce.

And finally and most importantly, Mr.
Frederick G. Dutton, Assistant Secretary
of State, replied on behalf of the Secre-
tary of State as follows:

Dear SENaTorR THURMOND: Thank you for
your letter of March 8 to the Secretary ask-
ing what steps have been taken to imple-
ment section 231 of the Trade Expansion
Act of 1962. This provision requires that
the President take action “as soon as prac-
ticable” to deny the benefits of most-fa-
vored-nation tariff treatment to any coun-
try or area dominated by communism,

The only Communist countries which
presently have most-favored-nation status
are Yugoslavia and Poland. Yugoslavia has
such status by virtue of the 1881 Treaty of
Commerce with the EKingdom of Serbia, a
predecessor state of the present country of
Yugoslavia. Poland was denied this status
in 1952, along with other Soviet-bloc coun-
tries, pursuant to the terms of section 5 of
the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951.
Poland was restored to most-favored-nation
status effective December 16, 1960, following
conclusion in July of that year of an agree-
ment under which Poland is paying $40 mil-
lion in compensation for the claims of
American nationals against Poland.

The legislative history established during
conslderation of the conference report of the
Trade Expansion Act Indicates that the

“as soon as practicable” was in-
tended to afford the President discretion in
determining when action should be taken
under the law. The timing of such action
is under active conslderation.

If I may be of further assistance to you
please do not hesitate to call upon me.

Sincerely,
FrEDERICK G. DUTTON,
Assistant Secretary.

Mr. President, it is apparent from
these answers that not only had nothing
been done to implement section 231 of
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, but
that no action on the part of the execu-
tive branch was contemplated. Even
though the 1962 act became effective on
October 11, 1962, the State Department,
in more than a year’s time, has taken
absolutely no action to withdraw the
benefit of our trade agreement conces-
sions from Yugoslavia and Poland. This
amounts to an utter disregard for the
mandate of Congress and is in direct
contrast to past occurrences.
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In 1951, the Trade Agreements Exten-
sion Act of 1951 contained a similar pro-
vision directing the President “as soon
as practicable” to suspend the benefit
of trade agreement concessions from all
Communist countries. The 1951 act be-
came effective on June 16, 1951, By Au-
gust 3, 1951, less than 2 months later,
President Truman had issued a proc-
lamation taking the necessary action.
The provisions of the act of 1951 were
aimed at some 13 countries. In the
proclamation which President Truman
issued, he instructed the Secretary of
the Treasury to assess the full rates of
duty provided in the Tariff Act of 1930
on imports from named Communist
countries. Some few months Ilater,
President Truman effected the with-
drawal of trade agreement benefits from
four additional Communist countries.

The State Department fought tooth
and nail the enactment of section 231 of
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 in the
form in which it became law. After the
State Department lost this legislative
battle, it nevertheless determined that it
would not carry out the directions of the
Congress that most-favored-nation ben-
efit of our tariff concessions be with-
drawn from Yugoslavia and Poland.

The State Department recognized that
it would be difficult, if not impossible, to
secure the approval of the Congress for
such legislation if the matter were
brought up through normal legislative
channels. N»ormal legislative channels
would require that such a proposal first
be considered by the Ways and Means
Committee of the House of Representa-
tives and the Finance Committee of the
Senate. In order to circumvent this
normal procedure, the State Department
strategy was to include a suitable provi-
sion in the foreign aid bill. Of course the
foreign aid bill does not come before the
Ways and Means Committee of the
House of Representatives or the Finance
Committee of the Senate. Instead, it
comes before the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee which would more readily ac-
quiesce in the wishes of the Department
of State. For that reason, the determi-
nation was made that the use of the
foreign aid authorization bill as a vehicle
for overruling section 231 of the Trade
Expansion Act would have a greater
chance of success.

H.R. 7885, as it passed the House of
Representatives, did noft contain this
provision overruling the mandate of Con-
gress in section 231 of the Trade Expan-
sion Act of 1962. It was, however, con-
tained in the Senate version of this bill,
8. 1276. The amount of testimony of-
fered to the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee in connection with this particular
section is negligible in comparision with
its importance. The Secretary of State,
the witness who should be required to
carry the burden of proof, devoted only
one small portion of his statement to this
section of the bill. This can be found
beginning on the bottom of page 14 and
E; top of page 15 of the printed hear-

8.

In addition to this, a memorandum
was prepared for the use of the commit-
tee by the former Ambassador to Yugo-
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slavia, George F. Kennan. The meager
amount of testimony which is available
falls far short of that required for Con-
gress to overrule its previous enactment
which is contained in section 231 of the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962.

Last year, a congressional study mis-
sion in Europe made a very enlightening
report concerning the economic offensive
which the Soviets are continually carry-
ing on. The report of this study mis-
sion has been printed as House Report
No. 32.

As a result of the group’s on-the-
ground study of the problem, it unani-
mously concluded that economic and
trade warfare is being used as an im-
portant instrument of Soviet worldwide
strategy. At this particular time, the
principal commodity being used for this
purpose is oil. In the past, aluminum
and other commodities have been used.
No one can predict with any degree of
reliability which commodities or prod-
ucts the Soviet bloc will select in the fu-
ture when it desires to disrupt the free-
world markets and weaken the industries
of this or other countries in the Western
World.

The Soviet bloc already possesses con-
siderable economic and technological po-
tential from disrupting Western markets
and creating this type havoc. Foreign
trade by Communist countries is con-
ducted by State trading enterprises.
These are merely puppets which are
manipulated by the Communist con-
spiracy when the grand design for the
destruction of the United States and the
entire Western World makes it seem ap-
propriate. In 1961, the Soviet bloc ex-
ported $15.6 billion worth of commodi-
ties. As it happened, only a small per-
centage of these Communist exports were
sent to the United States. The impor-
tant point to remember, however, is that
the Communist countries do possess a
surplus production and an ever-present
export potential. When the moment ar-
rives for them to deal a blow to this coun-
try, they possess the means of selecting
products of importance in the markets
essential to the economic health of our
strategic industries.

It is well known that the state trading
enterprises of countries are
able to fix prices for export sales at
will. This power to set prices arbitarily
permits Communist countries to dispose
of surplus production by dumping it on
the world market in a manner which
suits their objectives. The availability
of the reduced trade agreement rate ap-
plicable to imports of such products helps
the Communists in their dumping opera-
tions.

The State Department’s obstruction-
ism in carrying out the will of Congress
as expressed in section 231 of the Trade
Expansion Act is part of its program of
wooing over Marshal Tito. The State
Department’s overture to Tito seems to
be contrary to the views and recommen-
dations of other branches of the execu-
tive depariment. In October 1962, Un-
der Secretary of the Treasury Henry H.
Fowler, in addressing the National De-
fense Executive Reserve on the subject
of “Our Industrial Economy and Na-
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tional Security,” pictured in very graphic
terms the challenge of the Sino-Soviet
bloc. By devoting its economic produc-
tion to destructive purposes rather than
to the benefit of its own people, the So-
viet bloc is in a position at times of its
own choosing to wage economic warfare
on the strategic industries of the United
States. Under Secretary Fowler realis-
tically recommended the adoption by the
United States of “a program covering
ordinary normal trade with the bloc in
a manner that will protect private trade
from the abuses of bloc state trading
techniques.” One such measure is read-
ily at hand simply by having the Presi-
dent overrule the State Department and
obey the directive of the Congress in the
Trade Expansion Act by withdrawing
from Poland and Yugoslavia the benefit
of the reductions in U.8. duties contained
in our trade agreements.

It is important to note in this regard
that none of these concessions was made
in trade agreements with either Yugo-
slavia or Poland. We will not be violat-
ing any of the terms of the agreements
with those Communist countries; rather,
we will be suspending their enjoyment
of trade concessions for which they paid
nothing, which they do not reciprocate,
and which facilitate their economic pen-
etration of U.S. markets.

Mr. President, it seems that with the
notable exception of the Department of
State the whole world is completely
aware of the destructive potential of the
state trade techniques used by Commu-
nist countries, including Yugoslavia and
Poland. No less an authority than the
Executive Secretary of the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade dis-
cussed this objectionable feature of trade
by Communist countries in an address
delivered in Warsaw in June of 1961,
He stated:

To many contracting parties it appears
that the Polish trading system is such that
Poland cannot in practice offer to their ex-
porters the degree of nondiscriminatory ac-
cess, subject only to a defined degree of tariff
protection, as Poland would acquire as a con-
tractual right under the general agreement.

It is significant that the United States
is one of the few countries in the world
which gratuitously extends to Poland
and Yugoslavia most-favored-nation
treatment. Poland is not now a member
of GATT, and will not be entitled to
most-favored-nation enjoyment of the
reduced tariff duties of the member
countries of GATT unless and until she
becomes a member of that organization.
When the President withdraws the bene-
fit of our trade agreement concessions
from Poland, as he is directed to do by
section 231 of the Trade Expansion Act,
the resulting situation will be no differ-
ent than that which now confronts
Poland in its trade with other countries
of the West. To continue the quotation
from the address delivered by the Execu-
tive Secretary of GATT, Mr. Eric Wynd-
ham White:

Polish import policy is an integral part
of its economic plan. The plan allocates to
the import sector only that part of con-
sumption which cannot be met by planned
domestic production. There is therefore no
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possibility of competing on equal terms with
Polish domestic products, nor of penetrating
Polish markets on the basis of competition
in quality and price.

The GATT Secretary pointed out:

Both the volume and direction of trade
(with Poland) is arbitrary and not subject
to the play of market forces so much as to
administrative and governmental decisions,

This exists not only on the import side
but also in Poland’s export trade. The
GATT Secretary declared:

Export prices, too, present a problem for
which normal antidumping provisions are in-
adequate, because the normal elements of
price formation are lacking or difficult to
establish. A control of imports from Poland
is therefore necessary to make good this
deficiency,

Mr. President, it is completely true, as
the GATT Secretary, Mr. White, ex-
plained in his address in Poland, that
countries like the United States are
powerless to defend themselves from
destructive imports from these Commu-
nist countries. Our procedures, geared
to the prevention of disruption in the
marketplace where prices are established
by business organizations, simply do not
accomplish the job in dealing with prod-
ucts that are exported by state trading
enterprises with the power deliberately
to price them below any level of control
that can be achieved in the eountry of
destination.

For this reason, it is madness for the
United States to facilitate destructive
imports from Communist countries in the
future by dismantling the tariff rates of
duty which would apply if trade agree-
ment concessions were not available to
them.

Mr. President, it is true that Yugo-
slavia put a new general customs tariff
applicable to all imports into effect in
March of 1961. Furthermore, it must
also be pointed out that Yugoslavia is
applying most-favored-nation rates of
duty to imports from all sources. It is
also true, however, that Yugoslavia has
retained a system of import and export
controls superimposed upon the tariff.
Imports, with some few exceptions, are
subject to a licensing requirement. For-
eign exchange is alloeated and controlled
in such a manner that these licenses
are sparingly granted. On the export
side, the Yugoslavian Government sub-
sidizes the exportation of products rep-
resenting a substantial part of Yugo-
slavia's total exports. These export pre-
miums may be as much as 32 percent of

~ the value of the product being exported.

In the final analysis, Yugoslavia re-
mains essentially a state trading enter-
prise in foreign trade. As stated by the
report of the GATT working party on its
second annual review of relations with
Yugoslavia, on December 7, 1961, the
Yugoslav system is of a special nature:
there are no private traders and there
is no place for the concept of private
ownership of the means of production or
of the objects of commerce in the Yugo-
slav social system. And while the work-
ing party concluded that the Yugoslav
system was not properly a monopoly
or state trading, the fact of the matter
is that the means of production and the
fruits of production are owned by the
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state and it is the agents of the state
who make the decisions concerning
prices and export policies. The recent
GATT report on trade in agricultural
products, in dealing with Yugoslavia, sets
forth the views of members of Commit-
tee II, which conducted the study, that
the state sets export prices for agricul-
tural produets, and that there are many
interventions in the Yugoslavian system
which limit the free play of market
forces.

Mr. President, the Soviet bloc countries
have a planning body called the Council
for Mutual Economic Assistance, known
by the Iletters CMEA. That group
worked out a set of principles for the
International Socialist Division of La-
bor. It includes the following state-
ment:

It is necessary continually to perfect the
system of price formation on the world
Soclalist market In keeping with the re-
quirements of the planned extension of the
International Socialist Division of Labor, a
steady expansion of trade, and the acceler-
ated development of the world Socialist econ-
omy, while creating conditions for the grad-
ual changeover to an independent price
basis.

This statement, translated into ordi-
nary language, means that for a long
time to come the Communist countries
will set prices deliberately at whatever
level is required to further the Commu-
nist objective of expanding their eco-
nomic system throughout the world.
When it is no longer necessary for the
Communist system to wuse arbitrary
prices as a weapon of attack against the
West, they will then consider some sys-
tem of normal pricing, but not before.

Mr. President, the Senate of the
United States is engaging in the futile
exercise of wishful dreaming if it seri-
ously thinks that granting a most-fa-
vored-nation treatment to these two
Communist countries will successfully
lure them away from the Communist
bloc. The assertions made on the Sen-
ate floor by myself and other Senators
which led to the inclusion of section 231
in the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 are
just as valid today as they were then.
The State Department officials and oth-
ers in the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment have not changed their attitude
nor have they cited any new or addi-
tional information which tends to prove
that their high-flown theory that both
Yugoslavia and Poland are independent
of domination by the international Com-
munist conspiracy is accurate.

Having persuaded the President to
agree to the ineclusion of a provision
dealing with section 231 of the Trade Ex-
pansion Act in the foreign aid authori-
zation bill, the State Department has also
asked for the power to broaden the au-
thority that would be conferred on the
President beyond merely Yugoslavia and
Poland. The language of section 402 of
H.R. 7885 would not only allow the Pres-
ident to extend most-favored-nation
treatment for imports from the Commu-
nist countries of Yugoslavia and Poland,
but it would also empower him to grant
that privilege to any Communist coun-
try when he decided that such action
would promote the independence of that
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Communist country from control by in-
ternational communism. Of course, this
power which is being given to the Presi-
dent would in actuality be delegated to
the Department of State, In reality, they
are asking for this power on their own
behalf.

At the present time, the official State
Department policy is to recognize the ex-
istence of an ideological struggle within
the Communist world between Red China
and the Soviet Union. The State Depart-
ment, acting on behalf of the President,
might well make a determination under
section 402 that granting most-favored-
nation treatment to any of the Commu-
nist satellite countries would promote
their lining up with the Soviet Union
against China, or vice versa. In their
view, this would promote the independ-
ence of the beneficiary nation from
control by whichever of the two Commu-
nist giants, China or Russia, that the
State Department felt at the time would
most lik